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AUTHENTIC  REPORT  OF  THE 


PUBLIC  DISCUSSION 


BETWEEN 


JOSEPH  BARKER  AM)  WILLIAM  gOOKE, 

IN  THE  • 

LECTURE  ROOM,  NEWCaSTLE-UPON-TYNE, 

ON  AUGUST  19th,  20th,  21st,  22nd,  26th,  27th,  28th, 
AND  SEPT.  2nd,  3rd,  and  4th, 

ON  THE  QUESTION, 

WHAT  IS  A  OHRISTLAN  T  AND  ON  THE  DOOTWNBS  OP  THE  ATONEMENT,  THE 
TRINITY,  NATURAL  DEPRAVITY,  ETERNAL  TORMENTS,  AC, 

\  WITH  AN  • 

APPENDIX. 


/  ceriify  tl^s  Report,  taken  (and  revised  while  passing  through 
the  press)  hy  me,  to  be  autheivtic  ;  and,  to  the  best  of  my  skill  and 
understanding y  correct. 

John  Selkirk. 


LONDON : 

J.  CHAPMAN,  121,  NEWGATE  STREET. 
PRINTED  AND  SOLD  BY  J.  BARKER,  WORTLEY,  NEAR  LEEDS. 
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PREFACE, 

I        — 

W.  Cooke  is  what  is  called  a  trayelling  preacher  in  the  Methodist 
f^  New  Ck>nnexion.  J.  Barker  was  the  same  some  few  years  ago,  hut 
-^  was  expelled  on  account  of  his  opposition  to  human  creeds,  and  his 
determination  to  think  and  speak  and  act  with  perfect  freedom,  with- 
out regard  to  any  authority  but  the  authority  of  Grod.  The  charges 
preferred  against  him  by  the  Conference,  and  the  account  of  his  trial 
and  expulsion  in  1841,  may  be  seen  in  the  following  works  : — **A 
Brief  Report  of  the  Proceedings  of  Conference  of  the  MetJtodist  New 
Connexion  J  in  the  case  of  Joseph  Barker  and  Wm.  Trotter,*  and  ''  The 
Justice  and  Forbearance  of  the  Methodist  New-  Connexion"  ^  Both 
sides  of  the  Question,**  "  The  Church  and  the  Press,**  "  True  statement 
of  Facts,*' See. 

In  consequence  of  J.  Barker's  expulsion,  many  thousands  left  the 
New  Connexion,  and  formed  themselyes  into  independent  Churches. 
They  acknowledged  no  human  authority  in  religious  matters,  and 
bound  themselyes  by  no  creeds  or  laws.    They  resoWed  to  be  entirely 
free  so  far  as  regarded  man, — and  to  be  in  subjection  only  to  Almighty 
God.    They  laboured  diligently  to  spread  their  yiews,  and  to  bring 
other  people  to  share  their  liberty.    They  also  went  farther  and  far- 
ther from  the  standards  of  reputed  orthodoxy.    J.  Barker  himself, 
who  had  preyiously  laid  aside  the  common  notions  respecting  Satis- 
faction to  Justice,  Three  persons  in  one  God,  the  doctrine  of  trusting 
in  Christ's  merits  for  saWation,  &o.,  became,  according  to  the  ortho- 
dox way  of  talking,  a  complete  heretic.    He  rejected  the  common 
doctrines  of  Natural  Deprayity,  £temal  Life  in  Torment,  the  Mira- 
colouB  Conception,  a  Hired  Ministry,  &c.    By  means  of  lectures,  oou- 
yentions,  and  printing,  his  yiews  were  circulated  far  and  wide.    The 
New  Connexion,  as  well  as  other  sects,  began  to  feel  yery  insecure. 
Numbers  of  persons  left  them,  and  joined  the  reformers,  as  they  were 
Mlled.    Cheap  books  and  tracts  flew  in  all  directions.    Channing  and 
Taylor,  Rammohun  Roy  and  Priestley,  with  numbers  of  other  famous 
heterodox  authors  were  put  into  the  hands  of  the  common  people. 
The  orthodox  preachers  were  greatly  enraged,  and  not  a  little  alarmed. 
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They  saw  their  influence  and  their  power  all  crumblin^^  to  piee 
their  honours  and  incomes  all  threatening  to  leave  them. 
talked,  they  scolded,  they  reviled, — they  called  hard  namei 
preached  orthodox  sermons,  and  some  of  them  eyen  -wrote  a^aiu. 
Reformers.  This  was  the  case  with  W.  Ck>oke.  He  published 
ral  traces  against  Barker.  Barker  invited  public  discussion, 
challenged  all  the  orthodox  priests  in  the  country.  But  none  acc< 
the  challenge.  W.  Cooke,  at  the  end  of  a  violent  and  abusive  t 
pretended  to  accept  Barker's  challenge,  while  in  truth,  he  did  no 
thing.  It  was  this  which  led  to  the  following  Discussion.  Th< 
Cooke  did  not  intend  a  discussion,  yet  he  had  spoken  in  such  a  v 
that  he  must  either  accept  Barker's  challenge,  or  acknowled^^e  Ixim 
a  deceiver — a  wilful  deceiver.  Committees  were  formed,  letters  w 
exchanged,  and  by  the  determination  of  Barker  aud  his  committee 
give  way  on  every  point  on  which  they  conscientiously  could  g 
way,  Cooke  was  obliged  to  come  out  in  discussion.  The  result  y 
will  eee  on  the  following  pages. 

We  lament  that  many  of  the  subjects  which  the  disputants  tigret 
to  discuss,  were  not  discussed,  and  that  one  subject,  which  was  m 
on  the  list  of  subjects  for  discussion,  should  have  occupied  so  much  < 
the  time.    But  it  is  plain  that  if  Cooke  had  not  been  allowed  to  hav 
his  way,  the  discussion  must  have  come  to  a  premature  close.    W 
especially  lament,  that  W.  Cooke  should  refuse  to  resume  the  discus 
sion,  as  we  cannot  but  think  that  a  thorough  discussion  of  the  greai 
'^inciples  of  orthodoxy,  could  not  fail  to  promote  the  downfal  oi 
error,  and  thQ  triumph  of  truth  and  righteousness.    But  let  us  hope 
that  the  matter  will  be  taken  up  by  some  other  person,  more  candid, 
more  generous,  less  influenced  by  personal  feeling  ;  by  some  one  who 
will  do  more  justice  to  the  subjects  in  debate,  and  more  justice  to  his 
opponent.    If  among  the  teachers  of  orthodoxy  there  be  a  candid,  a 
truthful,  a  clever,  and  a  Christian  man,  let  us  hope  that  he  will 
shortly  come  forward. 


Arthur  Savaff^ 

Salinevill^fO, 


DISCUSSION,  &c. 


FIRST  NIGHT. 


TUESDAY,  AUGUST  19th,  1845: 


Tlie  first  discussion  was  held  in  the  Lecture  Room,  in  Nel- 
son street,  Newcastle,  at  seven  o'clock  on  the  above  :evening. 
The  depressed  platform  in  the  centre  of  one  side  of  the  room 
was  furnished  with  tables  for  the  use  of  the  disputants,  seats 
for  the  Chairmen  and  Umpire,  and  accommodation  for. the 
Committees  of  the  two  gentlemen ;  that  of  Mr.  Cooke  beiiag  on 
the  right,  and  that  of  Mr.  Barker  on  the  left  of  the  IJmpire. 
Tickets  for  the  course,  transferable,  had  been  at  the  disposal 
of  each  party,  in  equal  numbers  of  seven  hundred  each.  They 
were  sold  at  Is.  6d. ;  and  well  nigh  the  whole  were  bought 
before  the  commencement  of  the  discussion.  Consequently  the 
Lecture  Room  was  crowded  on  the  occasion;  but  the  accommo- 
dation it  afforded  was,  notwithstanding,  satisfactory. 
.  Mr.  Joseph  Barker  entered  the  platform,  alone,  about  ten 
minutes  to  seven.  His  reception  was  warm  on  the  part  of  his 
friends — several  members  of  his  Committee  having  already 
occupied  the  position  assigned  them. 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Cooke  and  his  Committee  entered  in  a  body 
about  seven  o'clock;  and  the  rev.  gentleman  was  likewise 
greeted  with  much  cordiality.    Shortly  afterwards, 

Mr.  J.  Henderson  said: — I  rise  to  announce  that  Dr.  Lees 
will  take  the  chair  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Barker.     (Applause.) 
V  Dr.  F.  H.  Lees,  of  Leeds,  took  the  chair  accordingly. 

Rev.  R.  Banks  t-— And  I  bee  to  announce  that  ^T,  Ja.8,  F. 
'  Orant  will  take  the  chair  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Cooke.    (Applause.) 

Mr.  Grant  accordingly  took  his  seat  at  the  head  of  Mr. 
'Cooke's  table.^ 

Mr  Grant  : — ^As  Chaiiman  for  Mr.  Cooke,  I  beg  leave  to 
read  the  terms  on  which  the  discussion  is  to  be  conducted.—- 
Mr.  G.  then  read  the  following  as  the 


TERMS 

On  which  the  Discussion  was  to  be  conducted,  as  agreed  o 
and  8%ned  by  the  Disputants,  June  18,  1845 : — 

1.  That  the  question  be  first  discussed,  "What  is  a  Chris 
tian?  "    With  the  principles  of  the  Christian's  faith  and  prac- 
tice in  their  order.    And  also — Ist.  That  in  order  to  prevent 
the  discussion  being  perverted  from  its  legitimate  and  a  vcytred 
objects,   no   statements  shall  be  allowed  to  be  made  which 
impugn  either   the    infallible    inspiration   of   the  sacred 
writings,  or  the  divine  authority  of  any  book  contained  in 
the  authorized  version.    2nd.  That  the  II0I3'  ScriptureH,  inclu- 
ding all  the  books  of  the  authorized  version,  with  the  ilebrew 
text  of  Van  der  Hooght,  as  the  original  of  the  Old  Testament, 
and  the  Textus  Receptus,  as  the  original  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, shall  be  the  only  authoritative  standard  of  appeal, 
with  the  foUowing  qualifications,  viz. : — Should  either  diiipu- 
taut  quote  any  passage  excepted  to  by  Kennicot  or  Booth  royd, 
in  the  Old  Testament-;  or  by  Griesbach  or  Schulz,  in  the  ^'ew 
Testament,  such    passage   shall  be  considered  fairly  open  to 
legitimate  consideration  and  criticism,    drd.  That  all  quota- 
tions shall  be  made,  in  the  first  instance,  by  chapter  and  verse, 
from  the  authorized  version;  but  each  disputant  shall  have 
THE  right  of  reference  to  the  original  texts  and  critics,  as 
above,  when  the  authorized  version  is  disputed,    4th.  That 
the  versions  whose  antiquity  and  character  have  weight — say 
the  Septuagint,  the  Syriac,  the  Latin  Vulgate,  and  the  Chaf- 
dee  Paraphrases,  with  the  Fathers  of  the  first  three  centuries, 
may  be  quoted  in  illustration  ;  but  not,  as  the  Scriptures 
above,  for  authorities.    All  quotations  from  Versions  and 
Fathers  to  be  made  by  direct  reference,  and  the  original 
text  of  each  to  be  produced  at  the  time,  if  required.    6tli. 
That  Mr  Cooke  engages  to  take  the  lead  in  the  discussions. 

II.  That  neither  disputant  shall  exceed  one  hour  and  a  half 
each  evening,  the  evenings  being  equally  divided,  unless  the 
other  relinquish  his  right,  or  refuses  to  occupy  the  time. 

III.  That  the  discussion  take  place  in  the  Music  Uall,  or 
failing  it,  in  the  Lecture  Boom.  Admission  to  be  by  tickets, 
transferable,  pledging  the  holder  to  non- interruption  and  non- 
interference. The  number  printed  not  to  exceed  the  fair  con- 
tents of  the  place.  To  be  printed  by  an  impartial  printer, 
equally  divided  between  the  disputants,  each  lialf  signed  with 
the  initials  of  the  opposing  party's  secretary,  to  be  disposed  of 
as  each  party  may  choose,  and  any  surplus  employed  as  each 
pleases.    Each  party  giving  security,  by  deposit,  to  an  accre- 

/dited  treasurer,    for    an    equal   share  of  the  expense  to  be 
incurred,  including  a  reporter. 

IV.  That  the  speeches  be  taken  down  by  an  accredited  and 
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impartial  reporter;  revised  by  each,  under  his  approval; 
published  bt  each,  from  the  same  accredited  copy ;  and  sold 
by  each  party,  at  his  own  option. 

V.  That  each  party  choose  his  own  chairman ;  the  chair- 
men to  choose  an  umpire,  "that  all  things  may  be  done 
tiecently  and  in  order." 

VI.  That  the  discussions  be  on  A  Christian,  and  his  princi- 
1^  only.  But  the  writings  and  speeches — published  or 
eHvered — of  each  disputant,  to  be  freely,  but  fairly,  quoted 

and  remarked  on  by  each,  for  illustration,  neither  party  being 
allowed  to  object  to  this.  Each  disputant  being  allowed  ten 
minutes,  if  he  require  it,  before  replying,  to  arrange  papers, 
notes,  references,  <fec. 

VII.  That  the  doors  be  opened  at  six  o'clock  each  evening, 
the  discussions  to  commence  at  seven,  and  close  at  t«n,  or 
a  quarter  past  ten  o'clock. 

That  a  copy  of  this  agreement  be  signed  by  each  disputant 
respectively,  and  handed  to  the  other  party.  To  be  printed 
and  distributed,  as  the  basis  and  terms  of  the  discussions, 
"when  the  other  arrangements  are  made. 

Signed  by  WILLIAM  COOKE, 
Jime  18,  1845. 
Witness — J.  F,  Grant. 

Signed  by  JOSEPH  BARKER, 
June  18,  1845. 
Witness — Alex.  Guthrie. 

Mr. Grant: — I  now  have  the  pleasure  to  introduce  Mr. 
Cooke  as  the  gentleman  who  will  lead  the  discussion ;  but  I 
think  my  friend,  Dr.  Lees,  will  address  a  few  words  to  you 
first.    Is  Mr.  John  Nichol  present  ? 

This  question  was  asked  with  a  view  to  Mr.  Nichol  taking 
the  third  Chair,  as  Umpire.  He  was  not  present  at  the  time. 
Two  or  three  other  gentlemen  were  nominated,  but  they  de- 
clined. The  Rev.  James  Pringle  was  then  requested  tb  take 
the  vacant  seat.  He  seemed  reluctant :  but  finally  accepted 
it,  provided  his  nomination  had  the  full  concurrence  of  both 
parties ;  and  Mr.  Barker  having  intimated  that  he  had  no  ob- 
jection, Mr.  Pringle  undertook  the  umpireship  for  the  evening, 
amidst  a  few  symptoms  of  disapprobation.    This  led 

Mr.  Grant  Immediately  to  observe : — ^The  company  are 
pledged  to  non-interference,  and  I  expect  they  will  attend  to 
it.  (Hear,  hear.)  It  is  not  the  place  of  any  individual  there 
to  dictate  what  is  to  be  done.     (Applause.) 

Dr.  Lees  then  rose  and  said : — I  may  state,  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Barker  and  his  Committee,  that  they  do  not  consider  of 
much  importance  the  question  regarding  the  election  of  the 
Umpire  under  the  present  circumstances ;  because  they  think 


it  is  almost  impossible  to  get  a  person,  on  eithor  side,  perfectJ 
impartial.    If  partiality  be  displayed  at  any  time,  it  is  open  i 
Mr.  Barker    and    his  friends,   and  the  friends  of  truth,  i 
object;  but  I  trust  that  until  such  manifestation  does  occuj 
the  audience  will  not  interfere  with  the  regulation  of  the  pro 
ceedings.    Before  our  friend  Mr.  Grant  calls  upon  the  gentle 
man  who  will  first  address  you,  permit  me  to  sav^  that  ure  an 
assembled  to-night  upon  a  most  important  an(f  solemn  sub- 
ject,— ^the  investigation  of  great  and  vital  questions — questfbns 
of  truth  or  error ;  and  that  it  becomes  us  as  Chairmen^  and 
you  as  individuals,  to  dispose  ourselves  to  enter  into   the  dis- 
cussion with  proper  feelings,  and  with  that  impartial  state  of 
mind  which  will  enable  us  all  to  see  the  evidence  which  is  ad- 
vanced on  one  side  or  the  other,  and  to  act  as   wise    men. 
Let  us,  in  the  spirit  of  rational,  and,  above  all.  Christian  men, 
be  temperate  and  calm,  so  that  good  order  may  be  preserved, 
and  so  that  we  may  impartiaUv  be  bought  to  a  consideration 
.of  the  evidences  regarding  bmi  the  spirit  and  the  reason  of 
our  common  faith. 

Mr.  Grant: — ^Now  hoping  that  our  friends  will* attend  to 
the  advice  so^bly  and  clearly  given  by  Dr.  Lees,  I  beg  to  call 
upon  Mr.  Cooke  to  commence  the  discussion. 

Mr.  COOKE  then  rose,  and  was  received  with  considerable 
applause. 

Mr.  Grant  : — As  the  company  are  divided  and  differ  in 
opinion,  it  is  extremely  desirable  that  they  should  endeavour 
to  keep  down  applause,  for  this  plain  reason  :  it  is  not  an  or- 
dinary meeting.  The  parties  are  equally  divided,  and  what- 
ever one  approves,  the  other  must  censure,  take  which  side 
you  pfease.  It  is  therefore  exceedingly  desirable  to  prevent 
interruption,  and  thus  enable  the  disputants  to  proceed  quietly, 
and  to  lay  their  reasons  calmly  and  deliberately  before  you, 
(Hear,  hear,  and  applause.) 

Mr.  Cooke  then  proceeded : — ^Mr.  Chairman  and  Christfan 
FrieiWs, — ^I  appear  before  you  this  evening,  in  consequence  of 
the  repeated  challenges  which  Mr.  Joseph  Barker  has  issued 
to  all  orthodox  ministers  to  meet  him  in  public  discussion. 
Most  intelligent  and  respectable  ministers  treated  those  chal- 
lenges with  indifference  and  silence.    That  silence,  however, 
I  am  sorry  to  say,  was  misconstrued,  and  represented  as  an 
indication  of  a  secret  consciousness,  on  our  part,  of  the  un- 
soundness of  our  principles :  and  I  appear  before  you  this 
evening,  as  an  humble  individual,  to  repel  that  insinuation, 
and  to  stand  forward  in  defence  of  those  sacred  principkn^f 
the  truth  of  which  we  have  an  upright  consciousnea^aid     j 
which  we  are  prepared  to  defend  to  the  utmost  of  our  pow*.  ,  . 
I  could  wish,  indeed,  that  a  task  so  important  as  this,  had  falleV 
into  abler  hands ;  and  I  say  this  with  undissembled  sinceritj, 
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:an(i  without  the  least  aiFectation.  However,  such  powers  as 
God  has  given  to  me  I  am  prepared  to  employ,  not  only  with 
my  pen,  but  viva  voce,  in  defence  of  those  great  truths  tp  which 
I  stand  pledged  ;  and  whidi  constitute  the  basis  of  our  hopes^ 
and  the  consolation  of  our  nearts. 

The  subject  proposed  for  discussion  by  Mr.  Barker,  and  ac- 
cepted by  me,  is, — "  What  is  a  Christian,  and  what  are  his 
Principles  V*    Of  course  I  understand  it  to  mean  a  true  Chris- 
tian ;   for  that  understanding  appears  to  be  essential  to  the 
very  existence  of  the  debate.     I  regard  the  term  Christian,  as 
commonly  understood,  to  be  a  designation  of  profession,  and 
not  of  character.    It  appears  to  have  been  thus  employed  both 
by  sacred  writers,  and  also  by  profane  writers.     It  i&  said  in 
Acts  xi.  26,  "  And  the  disciples  were  called  Christians  first  in 
Antioch.'*     Some,  I  know,  suppose  that  the  disciples  gave 
that  name  to  themselves  under  divine  direction  ;  but  I  think 
-that  cannot  be  correct,  J;>ecause  it  is  not  the  appellation  which 
4s  commonly  assigned  to  the  followers  of  Christ  in  the  New 
Testament.     Saints,  Brethren,  Disciples,  and  Believers,  are 
iihe  common  appellations  which  were  given  to  the  followers  of 
Christ.    But  it  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  people  of  Antioch 
were  much  addicted  to  scurrilous  jesting ;  and  as  the  disci- 
ples of  our  Saviour  were  objects  of  reproach  and  contumely,  it 
is  probable  that  the  name  was  assigned  to  them  as  expressive 
-of  reproach  and  contempt.    The  term  is  employed,  I  believe, 
in  only  two  other  places  in  the  New  Testament.     In  Acts 
xxvi.  28,  Agrippa  says  to  Paul, — "Almost  thou  persuadest 
me  to  be  a  Christian."     Agrippa   did  not  understand   the' 
nature  of  experimental  piety ;  nor  is  it  rational  to  suppose  that 
he  made  any  reference  to  it.    But  Agrippa  knew  that  there 
was  a  sect  of  people  called  Christians  ;  and  having  listened  to 
"the  eloquent  and  powerful  description  which  the  apostle  had 
given  of  his  own  conversion,  he  beheld  such  striking  evidence 
•»of  the  divine  origin  of  the  Christian  religion  that  he  says, — 
"Almost  thon  persuadest  me  to  be  a  Christian ;"  that  is,  to 
renounce  Judaism,  and  to  embrace  the  profession  of  the  Chris- 
tian faith.    Peter  uses  the  term  Christian  in  his  first  epistle, 
the  4th  chapter  and  the  16th  verse.     He  says, — "  If  any  man 
suffer  as  a  Christian,  let  him  not  be  ashamed ;  but  let  him 
glorify  God  on  his  behalf."    It  appears,  that  there  the  term 
is  introduced  as  an  expression  of  reproach  employed  by  the 
enemies  of  Christ  and  of  his  followers ;  and  St.  Peter  says,  in 
a  preceding  passage, — "If  ye  be  reproached  for  the  name  of 
Christ,  happy  are  ye  ;  for  tiie  spirit  of  glory  and  of  God  rest- 
eth  upon  you :  on  their  part  he  is  evil  spoken  of,  but  on  your 
jMirt  he  is  glorified."    Thus,  it  appears  that  the  term  Chris- 
tian was  employed,  at  first  as  a  designation  of  profession, 
,*and.nQt  of  character ;  and  we  find  it  thus  used  by  Pliny  in 


his  97th  letter  to  Trajan ;  hy  Tacitus,  in  his  Life   of  Nen 

and  by  Suetonius  also  it  was  employed  in  the  same  sense — i 

a  designation  of  profession. 

V  I  therefore  understand  that  the  subject  of  discussion   is- 

"  What  is  a  true  Christian  ?" — ^and  I  thus  stated  the   subjec 

in  my  tract  when  I  consented  to  meet  Mr.  Barker  in  discus 

sion. 

It  cannot  be  expected  that  I  should,  in  my  first  address,  mi 
nutely  portray  all  the  features  of  the  Christian  character.     J 
shall  therefore  call  attention,  at  present,  to  a  few  great  princi- 
ples by  which  the  Christian  is  distinguished.    And  I  i-emark 
that  a  Christian,  in  the  first  place,  is  one  who  believes  in  the 
doctrines  and  truths  which  God  has  revealed  in  the  Christian 
economy.    In  the  second  place,  that  a  Christian  is  one  wiio 
conforms  to  the  requirements  which  God  has  enjoined  in  tlie 
Christian  Revelation.    In  the  third  place,  that  a  Christian  is 
one  who  enjoys  the  blessings  which  God  ofBsrs  in  the  Christian 
Revelation.     Now,  these  thrall  propositions  include  generally 
what  I  conceive  to  be  a  Christian  ;  and  furnish  an  answer  to 
the  question — "  What  is  a  Christian  ?" 

But  I  shall  endeavour  to  amplify  them  to  some  extent.  I 
say  a  Christian,  then,  is  a  man  who  believes  in  the  truths  and 
doctrines  which  God  has  revealed  in  the  Christian  dispensation. 

Man  fell  by  unbelief ;  he  must  be  restored  by  faith.     Man 
£^11  by  tui^nsferring  his  confidence  from  his  Creator  to  a  cruel 
and  malignant  spirit — the  Tempter — ^the  Prince  of  darkness  ; 
and  man  must  be  restored  by  placing  his  confidence  in  God, 
and  those  great  truths  which  God  has  revealed  for  man's  en- 
lightenment and  salvation.    The  Scriptures  are  emphatic  and 
decisive  in  declaring  the   vital   importance  of  faith.     They 
describe  it  as  essential  to  the  formation  of  the  Christian  cha- 
racter— as  an    indispensable   condition  of  our  receiving  the 
blessings  of  salvation,  and  as  the  very  foundation  of  every  vir- 
tue— of  every  holy  principle.    Indeed  the  very  name  by  which 
a  Christian  is  commonly  distinguished  is  expressive  of  his 
faith.    What  is  he  called  ?    A  believer.    A  believer  in  what  ? 
Not  in  human  systems  of  philosophy.    There  is  no  reference  to 
them.    But  a  believer  in  the  glorious  Grospel— in  those  truths 
which  heaven  has  revealed  to  man.    While,  on  the  other  hand, 
he  who  rejects  those  truths  and  doctrines  is  appropriately  de- 
signated an  unbeliever.    The  very  announcement  of  the  Gospel 
message  is  combined  with  an  absolute  requirement  of  faith  in 
its  teachings.    In  Mark  i.  15,  we  find  these  words :— "Repent 
ye,  and  beueve  the  Gospel  "---^^e»e  the  Gospel.    In  the  great 
commission  which  our  blessed  Lord  gave  to  his  disciples  to  go 
into  all  the  world,  and  preach  the  Gospel  to  every  creature,  we 
have  faith  placed  before  us  in  the  same  prominent  and  Important 
aspect,  as  a  duty  imperative  upon  all ;  and  as  a  duty  so  vitally 


important  and  essential,  that  man's  eternal  destiny  is'made  to 
hinge  upon  the  peformance  of  that  duty.  In  the  16th  chapter 
of  Mark,  and  15th  verse  it  is  said,—"  He  that  believeth  and  is 
baptized  shall  be  saved:  but  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned."  And  when  the  apostle  Paul  in  adverting  to  certain 
characters  who,  instead  of  receiving  and  believing  the  Gospel, 
reject  it,  or  pervert  it,  he  utters  these  solemn  words,  "  That 
they  all  might  be  damned  who  believed  not  the  truth,  but  had 
pleaisure  in  unrighteousness."  Such  is  the  importance  which 
God  himself  has  attached  to  faith.  Without  it,  no  man  can  be 
a  Christian.  Without  it,  we  cannot  enioy  the  blessing  of  the 
Gospel.  Without  it,  we  must  eternally  perish,  "He  that 
believeth  not,  shall  be  damned." 

I  further  remark,  as  another  principle  of  the  Christian's 
character,  That  this  faith  in  the  Christian  is  ever  combined 
with  an  humble,  a  teachable,  a  truth-loving  disposition.  It 
is  because  he  is  conscious  of  his  wretchedness  and  guilt  that 
he  utters  the  anxious  enquiry,  **  What  must  I  do  to  be  saved  V* 
It  is  because  he  is  convinced  of  his  own  ignorance  in  the  things 
of  God  that  he  applies  to  the  sacred  oracles,  humbly  saying, 
**  Speak,  Lord !  for  thy  servant  heareth."  And  it  is  because 
he  honestly  loves  truth  that  he  implicitly  submits  his  under- 
standing and  his  heart  to  its  dictates  and  requirements.  And 
such  a  mind  is  prepared  for  the  reception  oi  the  truth.  Such 
a  mind  will  ever  be  aided  by  the  Holy  Spirit  in  its  ^quiries 
after  the  truth  ;  and,  having  found  the  blessed  treasure,  will 
hold  it  fast,  and  bring  forth  fruit  unto  perfection.  These  dis- 
positions, in  fact,  are  a  soil  in  which  the  seed  of  truth  will 
vegetate,  and  take  i-oot,  and  spring  up  and  bear  fruit  to  God's 
glory,  thirty,  sixty,  and  a  hundrea-fold.  But  the  unbeliever, 
on  the  other  hand,  is  proud  and  unsubdued  ;  vain  of  his  own 
powers,  and  confident  in  his  own  decisions.  He  leans  to  his 
own  understanding,  and  is  wise  above  what  is  written  ;  and  as 
a  natural  consequence  of  his  self-sufficiency,  his  reverence  for 
revealed  truth  will  sink  just  in  propoi*tion  to  the  height  of  his 
confidence  in  his  own  powers,  and  his  dependence  upon  his 
own  sufficiency.  Hence  it  follows  that  when  the  teachings 
of  the  Bible  clash  with  his  own  judgment,  he  will  be  found 
either  to  reject  its  inspiration,  or  to  employ  the  arts  of 
sophistry  to  pervert  its  meaning.  ("  Hear,  hear,"  "  Order," 
and  disapprobation.)  Such  a  man  may  designate  himself  a 
true  Christian,  but  he  certainly  has  no  claim  to  that  distin- 
guishing and  honourable  appellation.  He  is  either  fatally 
deceiving  himself,  or  else  he  is  an  imposter,  and  is  artfully 
deceiving  others.  Nor  can  the  truth  dwell  in  a  mind  like 
that.  The  morbid  state  of  the  heai-t  forbidfiT  its  admission  tliere. 
His  pride  of  intellect — his  vain  confidence  and  self-sufficiency, 
B/rill  most  certainly  originate  43entiments  and  opinions  at  vari- 
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ance  with  the  truth  of  God.    And  here  coinnienocs  th 
betwixt  the  errors  of  man  and  the  truth  <*f  the   Oo, 
conflict  which  will  last  until  the  sinner   in  either  suh 
destroyed  ;  for  the  Word  of  God  cannot    l>e    brf>lren. 
rock  of  eternal  adamant ;  and  thev  who   fttll   upon  it^ 
broken  ;  but  they  on  whom  it  shall  fail,  yvill   he  giroui 
powder. 

Now  it  is  this  pride  and  perversity  of  heart  yfvhich  baa  <i 
the  Gospel  to  be  rejected  by  some,  and   to  he  perrerti 
others,  in  every  age  of  the  world.     It  was  thi8  pride  anc\ 
verseness  of  heart  which  caused  the  Gospel  to  be  a  atumb 
block  to  the  Jews,  and  foolishness  to  the  proud  and  spot 
lative  Greeks.     It  was  this  pride  and  perversity  of  heart  wj 
•caused  the  Pharisees  and  Sadducees  not  to  reoeire  the  | 
iidings  of  salvation  when   announced  in  the  accents  of 
Redeemer,  who  came  to  save  the  world  from  darkness  a 
guilt.    It  was  not  because  they  had  not  li^ht ;  for  they  walk 
amidst  the  noontide  splendour  of  the   Redeemer's  zninistr 
It  was  not  because  they  had  not  evidence  ;  for  they  were  soil 
rounded  bv  the  glorious  manifestations  of  the  Son  of  Goc\ 
They  heard  him  speak,  and  beheld  the  leper  cleansed,     Theji 
«aw  his  touch,  and  beheld  the  dead  arise.    They  heard  hiii 
voice,  and  demons  were   silenced,  or  confessed  lus  heareniy 
mission  to  the  world.    They  beheld  him  feed  five  thousand 
^vith  a  few  loaves  and  fishes' ;  and  yet,  notwithstanding  all 
these  splendid  manifestations  of  the  Saviour's  power,  and  of 
hia  mission   being  divine,   they  continued  in  unbelief,  and 
ascribed  his  miracles  to  a  dial>olical  ag^ency.     Thouj^h  coo- 
founded,  they  would  not  be  convinced,  but  pertiDaciousIy  asked 
for  a  sign.    Though  earth,  and  hell,  and  heaven  combined  to 
;attest  the  divinity  of  the  Redeemer's  mission  and  of  his  doc- 
trines, they  would  not  believe,  but  asked  for  a  sign.    And  it 
was  just  the  same  pride  and  perversity  of  heart  which  pre- 
vented Saul  of  Tarsus  from  receiving  the  Gospel  for  a  penod. 
Yes !    while  he  was  proud  and  unsubdued,  he  continued  is 
ignorance  and  unbelief.   And  yet  it  was  not  for  want  of  natural 
•sagacity;  the  epistles  of  Paul  evince  intellectual  power.    It 
was  not  through  want  of  literature  ;  he  had  sat  at  the  feet  of 
Gamaliel.     It  was  not  for  want  of  revealed  means  to  £nd  the 
truth,  for  he  had  the  ample  pages  of  prophecy  before  him, 
pointing  out  and  characterizing  tne  person,  the  work,  and  the 
death  of  the  glorious  Redeemer.    It  was  not  for  want  of  the 
evidence  which  accompanied  the  preaching  of  the  trath ;  for 
he  witnessed  the  miracles  of  the  apostles  of  our  Saviour,  and 
he  beheld  practical  demonstration  of  the  divine  power  of  the  i 

Christian  religion.     He  held  the  clothes  of  those  who  imbued  i 

iheir  hands  in  the  innocent  blood  of  ihe  murdered  Stephen.  ' 

He  gazed  upon  the  countenance  which  shone  with  bi%htnes9 
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Hke  that  of  an  angel.  He  saw  the  martyr's  calm  and  digni- 
fied countenance,  which  nothing  but  the  sti'ength,  the  purity, 
and  the  power  of  true  religion  could  light  up.  He  beheld  the 
meekness,  the  self-denial,  the  spiritual-mindedness  and  love  of 
the  dying  saint  employing  his  latest  moments  in  prayer  for  his 
murderers.  And  yet  amidst  all  these  evidences  of  the  truth 
of  the  Christian  religion,  and  these  manifestations  of  its  vital 
power,  he  could  continue  glutting  his  savage  heart  with  the 
martyr's  blood.  But  when  Saul  of  Tarsus  assimied  a  new 
position — when  he  fell  to  the  earth,  and  uttered  the  enquiry, — 
*'  What  wilt  thou  have  me  to  do  ?" — ^then  the  scales  fell  irom 
his  intellectual  vision  as  well  as  his  bodily  sight ;  and  he  be- 
held the  glory  of 'the  Lamb  of  God.  He  perceived  the  attrac- 
tions of  the  true  Messiah  ;  he  beheld  the  evidence  of  the  divine 
origin  of  our  religion  ;  and  He  who  before  was  the  object  of 
his  contempt,  and  whose  doctrines  he  sought  to  extirpate  by 
persecution  and  blood,  became  the  sole  object  that  filled  the 
orb  of  his  vision,  and  became  the  grand  centre  of  attraction 
around  which  his  affections  •  revolved,  and  to  whom  his  life 
was  henceforth  devoted.  There  must  be,  I  say,  an  humble 
spirit — a  teachable  disposition ;  there  must  be  a  love  for  the 
truth  of  Grod,  or  that  truth  can  seldom  be  perceived  by  the 
intellect— can  never  be  cherished  and  welcomed  by  tho  affec- 
tions. And  the  heart  that  is  not  thus  humble  can  never  be 
actuated  and  guided  by  the  Holy  Spirit  which  is  essential  to- 
inspire  conviction,  and  to  give  power  to  the  truth.  "  Even 
80,  righteous  Father,  for  so  it  seemed  good  in  thy  sigiit  i 
because  thou  hast  revealed  these  things  unto  babes,  and  oast 
hid  them  from  the  wise  and  prudent."     Matt.  xi.  26. 

I  further  remark,  that  the  Christian  does  not  except  from 
his  creed  any  truth  or  doctrine  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
**  unimportant  j^*  though  there  are  those  who  do  so.  For 
example,  with  regard  to  the  miraculous  conception,  it  is  rejec- 
ted, and  then  it  is  stated  that  the  doctrine  is  unimportant.  I 
do  not  wish  to  make  personal  allusions.  I  am  grappling  with 
great  principles  ;  and  if  my  remarks  appear  to  tend  that  way, 
I  hope  the  audience  will  not  suppose  lam  under  the  influence 
of  any  emotion  that  has  the  least  approach  to  vindictiveness 
or  impropriety  of  feeling.  But  I  must  speak  plain  truths,  no 
matter  what  may  be  their  application.  Now  I  say  that  this 
involves  one  of  two  fallacies ;— either  that  because  a  doctrine 
is  unimportant,  it  is  untrue ;  or  else,  that  because  an  indivi- 
dual conceives  a  doctrine  to  be  unimportant,  he  has  a  right  to 
reject  it ;  and,  of  course,  as  he  makes  himself  the  supreme 
judge  in  that  case  as  to  what  is  important,  and  what  is  not 
important,  he  assumes  to  himself  the  right  of  rejecting  from 
God's  word  whatever  he  may  please.  That  is  the  principle 
involved.    Now  this  is  but  a  tnin  pretext  of  infidelity  ;  and 
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the  scaly  monster  can  be  seen  through  the  thin  disguise.      Tl 

Christian  does  not  thus  cashier  the  word  of  God does   nc 

thus  reflect  upon  God's  wisdom,  nor  charge  the  Almig-hty  ivitj 
revealing  things  trifling  and  unimportant.  He  knoi^rs  tha 
God  is  wise  in  all  he  says,  and  has  important  reasons  for  aJ 
that  he  makes  known  to  man  :  and  he  therefore  receives  witli 
reverence  all  the  instructions  of  heaven — all  the  doctrines  oi 
God  ;  and  whether  he  can  perceive  their  immediate  connexion 
with  his  salvation,  or  not,  yet  since  God  has  condescended  ta 
reveal  them,  he  gladly  and  reverently  embraces  them,  and  he 
holds  them  in  religious  veneration. 

Further,  a  Christian  does  not  reject  from  his  creed  certain 
doctrines,  alleging  that  they  are  mysterious  or  incomprehensi- 
ble, or  inexplicable  ;  or  because  their  modus  operandi^  or  modus 
existenHs  involves  something  he  cannot  fathom  or  comprehend. 
For  this  involves  the  following  fallacy  or  sophism, — that 
there  can  be  no  truth  in  existence  but  what  is  either  grasped 
by  the  human  intellect,  or  must  be  in  conformity  with  man's 
existing  notions.    It  implies,  too,  that  man  is  so  wise  that  he 
does  not  need  a  revelation  from  God,  as  he  is  already  qualified 
to  improve  upon  that  which  God  has  given.    The  Christian 
does  not  act  in  this  way.    The  Christian  has  no  idea  that  he 
is  wiser  than  the  Bible.    He  knows  it  is  because  he  is  ignorant 
and  needs  instruction  that  a  revelation  has  been  given  to  en- 
lighten him  ;  and  instead  of  dictating  to  his  Maker  what  he 
ought  to  reveal,  or  opening  his  Bible  to  cavU  with  what  God 
has  revealed^  or  what  God  has  declared,  he  reverently  embraces 
whatever  the  Almighty  condescends  to  dictate  unto  him, — 
receives  it  as  true,  and  welcomes  it  to  his  heart,  although  he 
may  not  be  able  to  comprehend  it  with  regard  to  some  of  its 
modes.    The  Christian  believes  what  his  Maker  declares  in  his 
holy  word.    He  may  meet  with  some  things — ^some  doctrines 
and  some  facts,  which  are  mysterious  ;  which  involve  inqui- 
ries that  the  most  elaborate  efforts  of  the  human  mind  cannot 
explain  ;  but  he  is  certain  that  they  are  true,  because  God  has 
declared  them.    His  principle  is,  not  to  make  the  Bible  con- 
form to  his  sentiments,  but  to  make  his  judgment  conform  to 
the  teachings  of  revelation.    That  is  the  principle  which  actu- 
ates and  guides  him.    He  meets  with  mysterious  things  in  the 
volume  of  nature,  and  is  prepared  to  expect  them  in  the  volume 
of  revelation,    since   God  is  the  author  of  them  both.    He 
knows,  too,  that  what  is  called  human  reason  is  nothing  more 
than  man's  faculty  of  judging ;  and  he  knows  that  man's 
faculty  of  judging  infallibly  can  only  be  commensurate  with 
the  range  of  his  knowledge  ;  and  that  where  that  knowledge  is 
imperfect,  or  obscure,  or  partial,^  his  capability  of  judging  with 
certajnty  is  proportionately  defective  and  imperfect.  He  knows, 
too,  that  he  has  already  erred  in  a  hundred  cases  with  regard 
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to  subjects  with  which  he  is  the  most  familiar :  and  he  knowd, 
likewise,  that  he  is  as  liable  to  err  in  the  things  of  God,'  espe- 
cially  when  he  assumes  to  be  his  own  teacher,  and  disregards 
the  instructions  of  divine  revelation.  He  is  therefore  satisfied, 
tiiat  whatever  4octrine  the  Almighty  declares  in  his  Word, 
however  incomprehensible  in  its  mode,  however  inexplicable 
in  its  manner,  is  not  only  true  in  itself,  but  in  harmony  with 
all  other  truth.  He  knows  that  there  is  no  obscurity  in  the 
doctrine  itself.  The  obscurity*  is  in  his  own  mind.  -Ajid  pro- 
bably the  day  may  come,  when,  with  higher  faculties,  and  in 
a  brighter  region,  and  in  more  intimate  intercourse  with  his 
God,  that  obscurity  will  pass  away  ;  and  he  will  see  the  truth, 
the  harmony,  the  consistency,  and  the  beauty  of  every  doc- 
trine, however  obscure  at  present,  as  clearly  as  he  now  sees 
the  truth,  the  harmony,  and  the  beauty  of  the  most  famiUar 
facts  that  occur  around  him,  or  are  cognizable  by  the  organs 
and  operations  of  his  senses. 

The  Gospel  never  professes  that  all  its  doctrinies  are  devoid 
of  naystery  or  difficulty  to  man.  On  the  contrary,  many  of 
the  Kedeemer's  sayings,  though  he  spoke  with  so  much  plain- 
ness— many  of  them  were  hard  to  human  reason, — natural  and 
carnal  reason,  I  mean.  Hence,  when  he  stated  that  he  gave 
his  flesh  for  the  life  of  the  world,  and  that  men  must  eat  his 
flesh,  *and  drink  his  blood,  or  they  could  have  no  life  in  them, 
the  people  said, — "  This  is  a  hard  saying  ;  who  can  hear  it  V* 
But  the  replies  of  our  Saviour  show  that,  hard  as  it  was  to  their 
reason,  it  was  not  to  be  rejected  as  untrue ;  and  he  charg^es 
them  with  positive  unbelief,  because  of  their  murmuring  at  his 
statements,  and  complaining  that  they  were  hard  to  under- 
stand. See  the  6th  chapter  of  John's  Gospel,  from  the  53rd  to 
the  64th  verses.  The  apostle  Paul  taught  some  things  which 
Peter  spoke  of  as  hard  to  be  understood.  See  Peter's  second 
Epistle,  drd  chapter,  and  16th  verse.  But  were  they  to  be 
rejected  ?  They  were  not ;  but  they  were  the  very  subjects 
which  men  oi  corrupt  minds  perverted  to  their  own  destmc- 
tion — "  Wrested  or  perverted  unto  their  own  destruction*'*  So 
says  the  Apostle  ;  and  we  frequently  read  of  subjects  which 
arfe  mysterious  in  the  Holy  Scriptures.  We  read  of  "the 
mystery  of  faith."  And  the  Apostle  says,  in  the  1st  Epistle 
to  Timothy,  3rd  chapter,  and  16tli  verse, — "  Great  is  the  mys- 
tery of  godliness."  But  was  that  mystery  to  be  rejected  1 — 
was  that  doctrine  to  be  put  away  by  the  puny  mind  of  m  A, 
because  it  could  not  grasp  it.  See  also  the  1st  Epistle  to 
Timothy,  the  3rd  chapter  and  9th  verse,—"  Holding  the  mys- 
tery of  the  faith  in  a  pure  conscience."  To  reject  a  doctrme 
because  it  is  difficult  to  be  comprehended,  is  just  the  same 
thing  as  to  reject  a  duty  because  its  performance  is  difficult 
to  flesh  and  blood  ;  and  he  who  rejects  either  is  guilty  of  dis- 
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<>bedience.  The  Gospel  recLuires  obedience  and  submisiiioi] 
uniform  and  entire  submission  to  God.  And  there  is  the  ohi 
dience  of  faith  as  well  as  the  external  obedience  of  the  life- 
there  is  the  submission  of  the  understanding  and  the  judgroenf 
as  well  as  the  submission  of  the  conscience  and  the  mora 
powers.  But  he  who  rejects  a  truth  or  doctrine  ^which  Gfoc 
declares,  refuses  that  submission,  and  acts  in  rebellion  against 
his  Maker  :  he  is  under  the  influence  of  a  carnal  mind,  ivhicfa 
is  enmity  against  God ;  and  therefore  cannot  be  a  Christian. 

But  I  here  anticipate  an  objection  or  two.    It  may  be  said 
that  a  man  may  not  know  all  the  truths  or  doctrines  in  the 
Gospel  at  the  time  of  his  acceptance  with  God :  and  therefore 
cannot  be  said  to  believe  them  seriatim,    I  may  make  that 
admission  without  at  all  weakening  the  force  of  my  argiiipent ; 
for  not  to  know  a  doctrine  is  undoubtedly  different  from 
rejecting  a  doctrine.    If  a  man  does  not  know,  it  is  the  result, 
merely,  of  a  want  of  information :  but  if  a  man  rejects  a  doc- 
trine,   it  is  the  result  of  unbelief ;  and  it  is  unbelief  that 
makes  God  a  liar,  and  grieves  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  excludes 
man  from  the  covenant  of  grace  ;  for  "  he  that  believeth  not 
shall  be  damned,"    The  rule  with  regard  to  faith  is  parallel 
'with  the  rule  of  our  obedience.    A  man,  when  first  brought 
to   God,   may  not  know  specifically  a/nd  individually,  eveTY 
•duty  he  ought  to  perform  throughout  the  whole  course  of  his 
life  :  but  there  is  in  him  the  principle  of  obedience — ^there  is  in 
4iim  unreserved  submission  to  God — ^a  principle  applicable  to 
every  duty  prescribed  and  specified  in  God's  word — and  appli- 
cable also  to  every  other  duty  which  may  subsequently  arise 
from  new  circumstances,  new  relations,  and  the  diversified 
dispensations  of  Jehovah's  providence.    And  so  with  regard 
vto  the  Christian's  faith ;  it  may  not  seriatim  embrace  or  recog- 
Tiise  every  doctrine  at  the  moment  of  our  acceptance  with 
<Tod  ;  but  that  principle  of  faith  is  unreserved  confidence  in 
<jrod's   word — actually  embracing  every  doctrine  at  present 
recognized,   and  prepared   to  embrace  everv  other  doctrine 
'which  may  subsequently  be  found  to  be  revealed  in  the  oracles 
•of  God.     It  is  the  rejection  of  a  doctrine,  1  say,  which  consti- 
tutes the  sin  of  unbelief. 

I  may  illustrate  this  by  a  few  examples.    When  Noah  first 
found  grace  in  the  eyes  of  the  Lord,  he  did  not  know  that  it 
-was  the  purpose  of  the  Almighty  to  destroy  the  world  by  a 
deluge.     But  when  that  purpose  was  revealed  to  Noah,  the 
patriarch  believed  it,  though  the  world  derided  it,  and  scouted 
it  as  incompatible  with  the  benevolence  of  the  Divine  charac- 
ter.   But  that  faith  of  Noah  was  not  a  new  principle,  but  the 
application  of  an  old  principle  to  a  new  revelation.    When 
Noah  was  first  brought  to  God,  he  did  not  know  that  the  Al- 
mighty would  require  him  to  encounter  the  task  of  construct- 
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dng  an  ark  for  the  purpose  of  saving  himself  and  family^  and 
•the  numerous  animals  that  were  to  be  preserved ;  yet  when 
iihat  duty  was  commanded,  Noah  did  not  hesitate  to  obey, 
though  it  cost  him  full  120  years  of  labour,  and  he  had  to  en- 
sure the  brunt  of  the  world's  reproach  and  scorn.  But  in  this 
obedience  there  was  no  new  principle,  but  the  application  of 
an  old  princaple  to  a  new  precept.  So  with  regard  to  the  pa- 
triarch Abraham.  When  God  first  called  him  to  seek  his 
face,  and  leave  his  native  country,  the  patriarch  did  not  know 
that  God  would  ever  gpive  him  such  a  hard  command  as  that 
of  sacrificing  his  own  son :  but  there  was  in  the  patriarch's 
bosom  the  principle  of  obedience ;  and  when  the  command 
came,  Abraham  proceeded  with  a  steady  purpose  to  obey  the 
command  of  God.  And  when  Abraham  was  first  called  of 
God,  he  had  no  conception  of  those  discoveries  of  truth  and 
those  blessed  purposes  of  God  which  were  subsequently  revealed 
to  him  ;  but  there  was  in  the  mind  of  the  patriarch  the  prin- 
ciple of  faith,  similar  to  the  principle  of  faith  displayed  by 
Noah — ^faith  in  the  promise  that  in  his  seed  should  all  the 
families  of  the  earth  be  blessed  :  and  that  principle  involved 
the  reception  of  every  other  truth  which  might  be  revealed  to 
him  in  the  subsequent  course  of  his  history  by  the  benevo- 
lence of  his  Father  and  his  Grod.  Now  if  Noah  had  rejected 
the  truths  subsequently  made  known,  or  if  Abraham  had 
rejected  those  revealed  to  him,  and  persisted  in  unbelief,  their 
former  faith,  by  which  they  were  interested  in  God's  cove- 
nant, would  have  been  destroyed,  and  they  would  have  been 
severed  from  their  union  with  God,  and  the  enjoyment  of  his 
favour.  The  principle  of  Abraham  was  never  that  of  testing 
God's  revelation  by  the  dictates  of  carnal  reason  or  worldly 
wisdom.  If  he  had,  the  bright  example  which  his  history 
unfolds,  would  never  have  been  given  to  man.  When  God 
promised  the  patriarch  that  he  should  have  the  land  of  Canaan 
for  an  inheritance,  he  believed  it,  whatever  natural  difficulties 
stood  in  the  way.  When  he  promised  him  a  son  from  whose 
loins  the  Messiah  should  spring,  and  a  mighty  nation  proceed, 
the  patriarch  believed  it.  And  though  the  fulfilment  of  the 
promise  was  delayed  until  it  was  physically  impossible  that  it 
could  be  fulfilled,  he  believed  it  still.  He  did  not  consider  his 
own  body  as  now  dead,  nor  the  deadness  of  Sarah's  womb  ; 
but,  knowing  that  the  God  who  promised  was  able  to  perform, 
he  hoped  against  hope,  and  was  strong  in  faith,  giving  glory 
to  God.  And  when  Abraham  received  the  command  of  God 
to  sacrifice  his  son — ^that  son  on  whose  strong  arm  the  aged 
father  leaned — ^tliat  son  in  whom  his  tenderest  affections  were 
centred — ^that  son  on  whose  existence  his  own  welfare  and  the 
world's  salvation  seemed  to  depend  ; — When  Grod  required  that 
son  to  be  offered  up  as  a  victim — although  it  appeared  contrary 
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to  common  sense  and  reason,  so  called,  the  patiiarcli  vir&a  pre 
nared  to  obey  the  precept,  and  still  held  fast  the  promise  o 
nis  God.  His  faith  was  not  governed,  as  a  principle,  by  humai: 
probabilities.  So  the  faith  of  a  Christian  regards  the  testi- 
mony of  Heaven— of  that  God,  who  cannot  be  deceived  him- 
self, and  who  will  not  deceive  the  creatures  that  depend  upon 
him. 

Now  the  Christian  possesses  this  faith — ^the  Christian   re- 
tains this  faith — ^the  Christian  is  required  to  retain   it — ^and 
the  Christian  continues  a  true  Christian  only  while  he  re- 
tains this  faith  in  God.     Hence  the  numerous  exhortations  we 
have  in  Holy  Scripture  to  hold  fast  the  beginning  of  our  con- 
fidence stedfast  unto  the  end  ;  and  hence  the  distinction  made 
between  a  heretic  and  a  true  Christian.    A  heretic  is  not  an 
infidel  in  the  broad  sense  of  the  term.    He  is  an  individual 
who  partially  embraces  Christianity,  and  partially  rejects  it. 
He  is  an  individual  who  holds  the  truth  in  part,  and  rejects  it 
in  pail ;  as  HymensQus  and  PhUetus  held  tne  Messiahaliip  of 
Jesus,   but  rejected  the  doctrine  of  the  resurrection  of  the 
dead.    Hence  in  the  Holy  Scriptures,  to  mark  the  importance 
of  faith,  we  find  that  heretics  are  denounced  in  language  of 
unmeasured  reprobation  and  condemnation.   In  Acts  the  20th 
chap,  and  29th  verse,  the  apostle  Paul  admonishes  the  £phe- 
sian  church,  that  after  his  departure  grievous  wolves  would 
enter  in  among  them,  not  sparing  the  flock.     "  Also  of  your 
own  selves,"  ne  adds,  "shall  men  arise,  speaking  perverse 
things,  to  draw  away  disciples  after  them."      The  apostle 
Peter,  in  his  second  epistle,  2nd  chap.,  Ist  and  3rd  verses, 
speaks  of  false  "  prophets,"  who  should  "  bring  in  damnable 
heresies,  even  denying  the  Lord  that  bought  them,  and  bring 
upon  tliemselves  swift  destruction."      Though  the  Gospel 
beams  brightly  with  benevolence,  and  though  the  Gospel 
inculcates  benevolence,  it  never  tolerates  the  renunciation  of 
truth,  but  speaks  of  those  who  reject  it  as  the  worst  enemies 
of  the  Gospel ;  and  such  are  pronounced  "  accursed,"  even 
by  the  benevolent  Paul,  who  could  die  for  his  countrvmen  at 
any  moment  when  the  providence  of  God  required  it.    Ad- 
verting to  those  who  had  corrupted  the  faith^  Gal.  i.  from 
the  6th  to  the  8th  verses,  he  speaks  the  following  language  :— 
**  I  marvel  that  ye  are  so  soon  removed  from  him  that  called 
you  into  the  grace  of  Christ  unto  another  Gospel,  which  is 
not  another  ;  but  there  be  some  that  trouble  you,  and  would 
pervert  the  Gospel  of  Christ.    But  though  we,  or  an  angel 
from  heaven,  preach  any  other  Gospel  unto  you,  than  that 
which  we  have  preached  unto  you,  let  him  be  accursed."— 
Then  he  repeats  the  sentiment  and  gives  it  a  peculiar  empha- 
sis,— "As  we.  said  before,  so  say  I  now  again,  if  any  man 
preach  any  other  Gospel  unto  you  than  that  ye  have  received, 
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let  him  be  accursed."  In  the  6th  chapter,  at  the  10th  and 
12th  verses,  he  says, — "I  have  confidence  in  you  through  the 
Lord,  that  ye  will  be  none  otherwise  minded  :  but  he  that 
troubleth  you  shall  bear  his  judgment,  Whosoever  he  be."  And 
he  goes  on  to  say, — *'  I  would  they  were  even  cut  off  which 
trouble  you."  Now,  these  characters,  so  far  from  being 
acknowledged  to  be  Christians,  were  to  be  expelled  from  the 
church  of  God — were  to  be  cut  oflF  from  communion  with  the 
church.  Hence  the  apostle  says,  in  his  epistle  to  Titus,  3rd 
chap.  10th  and  11th  verses, — "  A  man  that  is  a  heretic  after 
the  first  and  second  admonition  reject ;  knowing  that  he  that 
is  such  is  subverted,  and  sinneth,  being  condemned  of  himself.*' 
He  adverts  to  Hymenaeus  and  Philetus,  in  the  first  epistle  to 
Timothy,  1st  chapter  and  19th  and  20th  verses,  as  those  whom 
he  had  delivered  unto  Satan — as  those  whom  he  had  expelled 
from  church  membership.  Thus  he  fixes  upon  them  the 
brand  of  his  disapprobation  as  corrupters  of  the  truth,  tliough 
there  is  no  evidence  of  their  denying  any  other  doctrine  than 
the  resurrection  of  the  dead.  They  admitted  the  Messiahship 
of  Christ,  but  denied  the  resurrection  of  the  dead.  The  apos- 
tle John,  with  all  his  sweetness  of  temper,  with  all  his  bene- 
volence of  disposition,  with  all  his  yearning  compassion,  with 
all  the  mild  lessons  learned  while  leaning  on  the  Saviour's 
bosom,  thus  speaks  of  those  who  corrupt  tiie  faith  :  '^  If  there 
come  any  unto  you,  and  bring  not  this  doctrine,  receive  him 
not  into  your  house,  neither  bid  him  Grod  speed  :  for  he  that 
biddeth  him  God  speed  is  partaker  of  his  evil  deeds." — 
2  John.  X.  11. 

Now,  such  is  the  importance  which  the  Scriptures  attach  to 
Christians  retaining  the  faith  which  they  first  had,  and  holding 
uncorrupt  and  undefiled  those  great  doctrines  which  God  has 
revealed  to  man  in  His  Word.  Man  is  not  to  speculate  on 
God's  truth  to  pervert  it.  Man  is  not  to  take  a  licentious  free- 
dom with  the  revelation  of  heaven.  He  must  yield  his  mind, 
docile  and  teachable,  to  receive  what  Heaven  would  communi- 
cate, and  hold  the  teachings  of  his  Maker  in  religious  venera- 
tion and  practical  regard.  The  Christian  is  admonished  against 
all  those  corrupters  of  the  truth  to  whom  [  have  referred.  He 
is  exhorted  to  hold  fast  the  form  of  sound  words — ^to  prove  all 
things,  but  to  hold  fast  that  which  is  good.  He  is  required  to 
contend  earnestly  for  the  faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints. 
He  is  admonished  to  "  beware  lest  any  man  should  spoil  him 
through  philosophy  and  vain  deceit,  after  the  rudiments  of 
the  world,  and  not  after  Christ."  He  is  required  to  be  no 
more  as  a  child,  "  tossed  to  and  fro  with  every  wind  of  doc- 
trine," or  to  be  ensnared  by  men  who  lie  in  wait,  in  cunning 
craftiness  to  deceive.  He  is  to  be  on  his  guard  against  their 
pernicious  influence.    He  is  reminded  that  the  progress  of  the 
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heretic  is  downward  ;  that  one  error  becomes  the  parent 
another  ;  and  **  that  evil  men  and  seducers  will  ivax  -woi 
and  worse,  deceiving  and  being  deceived  ;"  giving^  up  first  oi 
truth  and  then  another  truth,  and  unsettling  almost  ever 
truth  :  and  thus,  as  the  apostle  describes  them,  "w&jLing  wore 
and  worse. 

As  an  antidote  to  these  evils,  he  is  exhorted  to  cleave  to  tin 
Holy  Scriptures.    And  it  is  remarkable  that  when  the  apostle 
Paul  is  directing  the  attention  of  Timothy  to  men  who  held 
fatal  errors,  he  significantly  intimates  that  the  great  cause  of 
their  delusions  was  their  contempt  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  ;  and 
in  contrast  to  their  conduct,  he  exhorts  Timothy  to  cleave  to 
the  Holy  Scriptures.    In  the  14th,  15th,  and  16th  verses  of 
the  chapter  which  is  now  referred  to— viz.,  the  third  chapter 
of  the  second  epistle,  he  says, — "  But  continue  thou  in  the 
things  which  tnou  hast  learned,  and  hast  been  assured  of, 
knowing  of  whom  thou  hast  learned  them  ;  and  that  from  a 
child  thou  hast  known  the  Holy  Scriptures,  which  are  able  to 
make  thee  wise  unto  salvation,  through  faith  which  is  in. 
Christ  Jesus."     And  then  he  adds,  "  All  Scripture  is  given  by 
inspiration  of  God,  and  is  profitable  for  doctrme*' — (yes ;  and 
this  is  an  interpretation  which  I  am  prepared  to  defend) — "  All 
Scripture  is  given  by  inspiration  of  GocI,  and  is  profitable  for 
doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correction,  for  instruction  in  right- 
eousness :  that  the  man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly 
furnished  unto  all  good  words."    Now,  the  Christian  is  one 
who  obeys  these  injunctions,  and  who  is  animated  and  actuated 
by  the  example  of  those  illustrious  spiritual  heroes  who  are 
brought  before  us  in  the  11th  chapter  of  St.  PauPs  epistle  to 
the  Hebrews.    He  is  animated  and  encouraged,  I  say,  by  the 
example  of  an  Abel,  of  an  Enoch,  of  a  Noah,  of  an  Abraham, 
of  the  other  patriarchs,  of  a  Joseph,  of  a  Moses,  of  a  Jephtha, 
of  a  Rahab,  of  a  Sampson,  of  a  Gideon,  of  a  Barak,  of  a  David, 
of  a  Samuel,  and  of  the  prophets,  **  who  through  faith  subdued 
kingdoms,  wrought  righteousness,  obtained  promises,  stopped 
the  mouths  of  lions,  quenclied  the  violence  of  fire,  escaped  the 
edge  of  the  sword,  out  of  weakness  were  made  strong,  waxed 
valiant  in  fight,  turned  to  flight  the  armies  of  the  aliens. 
These  all,  having  obtained  a  good  report  through  faith,  recei- 
ved not  the  promise  :  God  having  provided  some  better  thing 
for  us,  that  they,  without  us  should  not  be  made  perfect.. 
Wherefore,  seeing  we  are  compassed  about  with  so  great  a 
cloud  of  witnesses,"  let  us  hold  fast  our  faith—let  us  be  fol- 
lowers of  them  who  through  faith  and  patience  inherit  the 
promises.    The  Christian,  I  say,  is  one  who  is  admonished  by 
the  corrupt  examples  to  which  I  have  referred ;  who  obeys 
the  injunctions  which  I  have  quoted  ;  and  who  is  animated 
and.  encouraged  by  those  noble  examples  of  faith  which  ate 
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before  us.  He  is  one  who  embraces  the  truth  and  holds  it 
fast.  He  is  one  who  clings  to  the  word  of  God  as  the  word  of 
unchangeable  and  eternal  truth.  He  neither  sells  it  for  gold, 
nor  exchanges  it  for  philosophic  speculations,  nor  corrupts  it 
hy  superstition,  nor  fritters  it  away  by  so^istical  evasion. 
He  welcomes  its  angelic  form  ;  he  rejoices  in  its  bright  beams  ; 
he  submits  to  its  divine  authority  ;  he  embraces  its  precious 
promises;  and  he  conforms  to  its  hallowed  requirements. — 
Amidst  all  the  temptations  of  Satan,  and  the  allurements  of 
the  world  ;  amid  all  the  seductive,  the  artful,  the  designing, 
the  sophistical  attempts  of  man  to  rob  him  of  his  sacred  trea- 
sure, he  holds  it  fast.  In  active  life,  it  guides  and  controls 
him.  In  affliction,  it  consoles  him  ;  in  tribulation,  it  cheers 
and  comforts  him  ;  in  death,  it  inspires  him  with  triumph ; 
and  on  leaving  the  world  he  exclaims — "  I  have  fought  a  good 
light — I  have  finished  my  course — I  have  kept  the  faith.'* 
This  is  a  Christian,  so  far  as  the  first  principle  in  his  conduct 
is  concerned.  I  have  a  volume,  in  regard  to  other  points,  te 
bring  before  you  ;  but  I  perceive,  from  the  index  on  my 
watch,  that  I  cannot  now  go  through  all  the  features  of  the 
Christian  character. 

/  remark  that,  as  the  second  principle  of  his  character,  he 
obeys  the  requirements  which  God  enjoins  in  the  Christian  revekh 
tion.  Faith  without  works  is  dead,  being  alone.  But  ^he 
Christian's  faith  is  not  dead — is  not  alone.  It  is  not  a  cold 
speculative  notion,  floating  on  the  surface  of  the  brain,  but  a 
^tal  principle  dwelling  in  the  heart,  active,  energetic,  and 
purifying.  It  works  by  love;  it  produces  holy  fear  ;  it  gene- 
rates repentance  ;  it  excites  holy  desires  and  aifections.  I 
would  dwell  upon  "  love*'  especially,  during  the  short  time 
that  I  have  yet  to  speak  this  evening,  for  two  reasons  ;  first, 
because  it  is  the  great  principle  of  obedience  ;  for  while  faith 
slays  the  foundation,  love  erects  and  completes  the  noble  and 
'the  glorious  superstructure  :  and,  secondly,  because  love 
'includes  feeling  as  well  as  principle  ;  and  is  opposed  to  that 
•cold  and  insipid  piety  which  is  ever  the  ally  of  a  spurious  faith, 
or  a  defective  and  heretical  theology.  Some  people  exclaim 
Against  excitement,  as  if  there  were  no  feeling  in  religion — as 
if  it  were  .light  without  heat — as  if  it  did  not  excite  the  afifec- 
tions.  An  ominous  indication  that  they  understand  not  the 
genius  of  the  Gospel.  It  is  experience,  as  well  as  knowledge. 
The  sun  of  righteousness  warms  while  he  enlightens.  And 
while  principle  strikes  deep  its  roots  in  the  conscience  and  the 
.moral  powers,  it  generates  holy  aflbctions,  and  bringi^  forth 
the  fruit  of  obedience  to  God. 

The  Christian  loves  God.  "  We  love  him,"  says  the  apostle, 
**  because  God  first  loved  us."  Yes !  He  first  loved  us.  That 
is  the  exciting  cause.    He  has  exhibited  that  love  in  his  coor 
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duct  towards  us,  and  has  communicated  that  love  by  his  Spi 
within  us.    It  is  the  communication  of  this  love   whicli  gi\ 
the  soul  new  powers  of  perception   and   sensibility — wlii< 
makes  the  scales  fall  from  our  eyes,  and  our  marble  bear 
dissolve.     Then  new  and  mighty  wonders  are  spread    befoj 
our  intellectual  vision  ;    emotions  of  joy,  unknoivn    before 
glow  intensely  in  our  hosom,  and  in  grateful  amazefnent  w^ 
exclaim,  herein  is  love,  not  that  we  have  loved  God,   but  thai 
he  hath  loved  us,  and  sent  his  Son  to  be  the  propitiation  fbi 
our  sins.    Viewing,  on  the  one  hand,  our  wretchedness,  our 
helplessness,  and  guilt ;  and  on  the  other,  the  stupendous  and 
mysterious  exhibition  of  the  Saviour's  love  in  our  redemption, 
gratitude  fills  our  hearts,,  praise  flows  from  our  tongues,  and 
we  sink  overpowered   by  the  immensity  of  our   obligations. 
Thus  the  soul  is  sweetly  constrained  to  love  God  as  the  author 
of  its  being,  and  the  fountain  of  its  joy — a  feeble  acknowled^:- 
ment  of  the  mercies  received.    That  love  for  Crod  which  dweUa 
in  the  Christians  mind  implies  supreme  satisfaction  in  God, 
"  The  carnal  mind  is  enmity  against  God."    That  is  its  appro- 
priate characteristic — "  enmity  offuinst  God,'*     It  is  under  the 
influence  of  dispositions  and  aflections  hostile  to  the  divine 
nature,  and  to  me  divine  character.     Yes,  every  feature  of 
the  divine  character — every  precept  of  the  divine  law — every 
pr(^ceeding  of  the  divine  government,  which  forbids  the  indul- 
gence of  his  unholy  passions,  and  threatens  punishment  against 
his  conduct,  is  an  object  of  the  sinner's  hatred.    On  the  one 
hand,  unable  to  shun  the  glance  of  omniscience,  to  wrest  the 
sceptre  from  the  hand  of  omnipotence,  or  to  evade  the  shafts 
of  justice  ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  unwilling  to  bow  to  the 
requirements  of  mercy,  his  malignant  heart  rises  in  rebellion 
against  the  Saviour  ;  and  rather  than  submit  to  his  holy  law, 
he  would,  if  possible,  revolutionize  the  government  of  God, 
and  overthrow  the  throne  of  his  glory.    But  principles  and 
sentiments  diametrically  opposite  to  these  influence  and  govern 
the  heart  of  the  true  Christian.    He  not  only  knows  God,  but 
he  approves  of  him  and  admires  him.    Every  feature  of  his 
character — ^his  holiness  and  justice,  as  well  as  his  love  and 
mercy — every  precept  of  his  law,  its  restraints,  prohibitions, 
and  commands  ;  and  every  part  of  the  economy  of  his  govern- 
ment, he  beholds  with  satisfaction  and  complacency.    In  his 
esteem,  all  the  attributes  of  God  are  excellent  and  glorious. 
His  whole  law  is  holy  in  its  nature,  just  in  its  requirements, 
and  benevolent  in  its  end  :  and  all  his  ways  are  distinguished 
by  meyy  and  truth..    The  Christian  would  not,  if  he,  could, 
have  any  thing  altered  to  suit  his  own  convenience,  pleasure, 
or  interest,  at  the  expense  of  the  Saviour's  glory,  or  in  contra- 
diction to  his  blessed  will.     In  his  esteem,  Christ  is  the  stan- 
diard  of  excellence,  by  which  he  would  Jbiave  every  thing  tested ; 
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and  his  will  the  authority  to  which  he  would' have  every  thing- 
submit. 

Thus,  the  Christian  loves  God  :  and  from  love  to  God  there 
springs  another  principle,  as  enjoined  in  God's  word,  namely, 
love  to  his  fellow-man.  He  loves  the  Christian,  his  brother. 
He  is  bound  to  him  by  the  dearest  ties,  and  the  most  powerful 
and  special  obligations.  He  loves  him  and  sympathizes  with 
him  in  affliction.  He  loves  him  and  delights  in  his  society. 
He  loves  him,  and  feels  it  a  pleasure,  as  well  as  a  duty,  to 
minister  to  his  comfort  and  promote  his  happiness.  He  loves 
the  sinner,  too,  if  not  with  the  love  of  approbation,  yet  with 
the  love  of  compassion.  It  is  Christ's  command — "  Love  your 
enemies,  bless  them  that  curse  you,  do  good  to  them  that  hate 
you,  and  pray  for  them  which  despitefuUy  use  you,  and  per- 
secute you."  He  loves  the  poor  heretic,  too,  though  he  is 
commanded  to  hate  his  pernicious  ways,  and  to  have  no  fel- 
lowship with  him.  Though  he  may  feel  it  to  be  a  public  duty 
to  draw  aside  the  vail  from  his  Protean  form,  and  trace  the 
deceiver  along  his  slimy  sinuous  course  into  the  secret  recesses 
of  error,  yet  after  all  he  loves  him,  and  would  delight  to  do 
him  good,  and  promote  his  eternal  and  temporal  welfare.  For 
the  welfare  of  man,  he  is  ever  willing  to  spend  and  be  spent. 

While  he  loves  God,  he  hates  all  sin.  Whatever  pleasures, 
honours,  emoluments,  sin  may  promise  or  present,  he  rejects 
them  all ;  and  whatever  sulBFerings,  reproaches,  or  deaths  may 
attend  the  course  of  obedience,  he  welcomes  them  for  the 
honour  of  Christ :  he  loves  him  more  than  life,  and  is  prepared 
to  lay  it  down  for  his  sake. 

I  might  dwell  at  some  further  length  upon  the  principle  of 
obedience,  but  I  have  not  time.  However,  with  regard  to 
love  to  man — with  regard  to  obedience  to  God, — ^these  duties 
are  so  plain  that  I  suppose  there  will  not  be  much  debate  upon 
them  on  the  present  occasion.  "  He  that  committeth  sin  is  of 
the  devil ;  for  the  devil  sinneth  from  the  beginning :"  but  he 
that  "  is  born  of  God  doth  not  commit  sin ;  for  his  seed  remain- 
eth  in  him :  and  he  cannot  sin,  because  he  is  born  of  God." — 
1  John  iii.  8. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  third  principle, — the  Christian 
enjoys  the  blessings  which  God  has  promised  to  him  in  the 
Gospel.  Here  is  an  ample  field  for  expatiation ;  but  I  can 
only  just  mention  those  blessings.  I  say,  then,  first,  that  the 
Christian  enjoys  the  pardon  of  sin  through  Christ.  Secondly, 
he  enioys  the  privilege  of  access  to  God  through  Christ. — 
Thirdly,  he  enjoys  the  witness  of  the  Holy  Spirit  through 
Christ.  And,  fourthly,  he  enjoys  a  title  to  the  blessedbess  of 
eternal  life  through  ChVist. 

These  are  my  views  of  a  Christian,  and  his  principles.  But 
before  I  sit  down,  I  would  just  show  you  what  1  believe  a 
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Christian  is  not.    Mr.  Barker  may  differ  from  me  Mrith  iregAr* 
to  tlie  views  I  have  stated  in  describing  the  faith  of  a  ChriB- 
tian ;  but  according  to  his  oft-repeated  and  pulilislied   state- 
ments, in  tracts  now  lying  before  me,  he  admits  tliat  per- 
sons holding  these  sentiments  are  Christians.      Those  state- 
ments he  will  not  now  deny.    There  is  nothing,  thei"efore,  in 
any  of  the  doctrines  advanced  by  me,  which,  on  Mr.  Barker's 
own  showing,  un-Christianizes  the  man  who  holds  theiu. — 
Since,  then,  the  question  is, — "What  is  a  Christian  ? — and 
what  are  his  principles  ?"  it  becomes  absolutely  necessary  to 
the  existence  of  debate,  that  I  should  state  what  a  Christian 
is  not.     I  shall  do  this  briefly — ^taking  the  Holy  Scriptures 
for  my  guide.     In  his  1st  epistle,  5th  chapter  and  10th  verse, 
John  declares,  "  He  that  belie veth  not  God  hath  made  him  a 
liar :  because  he  believeth  not  the  record  that  God  gave  of  his 
Son."    Now  it  will  be  admitted  at  once  that  he  who  maketh 
God  "  a  liar,"  is  no  Christian.     Let  us,  then,  apply  this. 

First — one  record  which  God  has  given  of  his  Son,  is,  that 
he  came  in  the  flesh.     He  who  believeth  not  that  record  of 
Grod,  hath  made  him  a  liar.    St.  John  says,  in  the  4th  chapter 
of  the  same  epistle,  and  the  1st  verse, — "  Beloved,  believe  not 
every  spirit,  but  try  the  spirits  whether  they  are  of   God : 
because  many  false  prophets  are  gone  out  into  the  world." — 
Therefore  he  that  denies  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh 
is  a  deceiver,  and  not  a  Christian,  according  to  the  interpreta- 
tion of  the  apostle  John. 

Another  record  which  God  gave  of  his  Son,  is,  that  he  was 
born  of  a  virgin.  See  the  1st  and  2nd  chapters  of  Luke,  and 
the  1st  chapter  of  Matthew.  Mr.  Barker  disbelieves  that  doc- 
trine ;  and  therefore  he,  according  to  St.  John's  statement, 
makes  God  a  liar  ;  and  he  who  makes  God  a  liar  is  no  Chris- 
tian. 

A  third  record  of  God  concerning  his  Son  is,  that  he  was 
personally  foretold — ^tliat  he  was  bom  in  fulfilment  of  prophe- 
cies which  related  to  him  personally — that  he  was  the  Christ 
from  his  birth.  Mr.  Barker  denies  this  record  which  God  has 
given  of  his  Son ;  and  St.  John  says, — "  He  that  believeth  not 
God  hath  made  him  a  liar."  See  Isaiah,  chapter  7,  verse  14 : 
and  the  flrst  two  chapters  of  St.  Matthew  ana  St.  Luke.  My 
proofs  of  Mr.  Barker's  denial  of  this  doctrine  are  in  liis  own 
writings,  which  I  shall  subsequently  bring  forward- 

The  fourth  record  of  God  concerning  his  Son  is,  that  he  was 
without  sin.  Mr.  Barker  disbelieves  this  doctrine,  and  holds 
that  the  Lord  of  life  and  glory,  merely  "  became  a  tnilv  pious 
voung  man."  My  proof  that  God  bare  this  record  of  his  Son 
IS  found  in  the  7th  chapter  of  Paul's  epistle  to  the  Hebrews, 
26th  verse  : — "  For  such  an  High  Priest  became  us,  who  is 
holy,  harmless^  undeflled,  separate  from  sijuiers,  and  nrnde 
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Higher  tMan  the  heavens."  My  proof  of  Mr.  Barker's  denial 
is  found  in  his  own  writings.  See  '*  The  Christian,"  No.  19. 
The  conclusion  is  inevitable. 

The  fifth  record  of  God  concerning  his  Son  is,  that  "In  the 
beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  Grod,  and 
the  Word  was  God."  John  i,  1.  In  chap,  xvii.  5,  this  apostle 
says  that  Christ  was  with  the  Father  before  the  world  was, 
and  therefore  asserts  his  prc-existence :  "And  now,  O  Father,, 
glorify  thou  me  with  thine  own  self  with  the  glory  which  I  had 
with  thee  before  the  world  was."  Mr.  Barker  disbelieves  this  t^**^ 
record,  and  maintains  that  the  Saviour  of  the  world  had  no 
existence  prior  to  the  birth  of  his  human  nature.  The  apostle 
John  says,  **-He  that  beiieveth  not  God  hath  made  him  a 
liar."  Mr.  Barker,  I  repeat,  disbelieves  this  statement.  What 
is  the  inference  ? 

The  sixth  record  which  Grod  bare  concerning  his  Son  is,  that 
he  is  God,  Take  the  three  first  verses  of  St.  John's  gospeU 
"In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with 
God,  and  the  Word  was  God.  The  same  was  in  the  beginning . 
with  God.  All  things  were  made  by  him ;  and  without  him 
was  not  anything  made  that  was  made."  Mr.  Barker  disbe- 
lieves this  doctrine,  and  asserts  that  Christ  was  only  a  man,  or, 
to  use  his  own  words,  *'  a  simple  man."  Now,  he  that  be- 
iieveth not  God  hath  made  him  a  liar :  and  Mr.  Barker  disbe- 
lieveth  that  statement  of  God^s  word. 

The  seventh  record  which  God  gave  concerning  his  Son  is, 
that  his  death  was  a  propitiation,  or  an  atonement — (and  I  am^ 
free  to  use  the  word  atonement,  and  shall  stand  by  it  if 
required) — an  atonement,  for  our  sins.  "Jesus  Christ,  whom 
God  hath  sent  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through  faith  in  his 
blood  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins 
that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God.  To  declare,  I 
say,  at  this  time  his  righteousness,  that  he  might  be  just,  and  ^/^'^ 
the  justifier  of  him  that  beiieveth  in  Jesus."  Rom.  iii.  26, 26, 
This  doctrine  Mr.  Barker  also  disbelieves. 

All  these  points  relate  to  Mr.  Barker's  great  principle,  that 
**a  Christian  is  one  who  believes  Jesus  to  be  the  Christ,  and 
submits  himself  to  his  teachings."  This  is  the  principle  which . 
I  have  to  grapple  with,  and  which  I  mean  to  grapple  with ; 
and  I  mean  to  employ  the  knife,  and  shall  dissect  it  to  its 
very  core.  I  shall  expose  its  fallacy  and  debate  it  foot  by  foot 
throughout  this  discussion.  I  confine  myself,  at  present,  to  the 
doctrines  which  relate  to  the  person,  nature,  and  work  of  Jesus 
Christ,  and  I  do  this,  because  Mr.  Barker's  definition  of  Christ- 
tian  faith  has  respect  only  to  one  object,  viz.,  to  Jesus  Christ. 
At  present,  therefore,  I  confine  myself  to  these  subjects.  Mr. 
Barker  will  excuse  me  if  I  request  him  to  do  the  same ;  and 
when  we  have  gone  through  our  observations  with  regard  to 
the  person  and  work  of  Christ,  we  can  proceed  to  other  topics, . 
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In  reference  to  the  Holy  Spirit  and  Holy  Trinity,  we  can  pr<^ 
ceed  to  them  on  subsequent  evenings  of  the  discussion,     Th 
topic  now  before  us  affects  the  nature  and  person  of  Christ,    ti 
which  Mr.  Barker's  definition  of  a  Christian  has  reference.      '. 
do  not  expect  him  to  go  through  all  in  one  evening::    but  J 
call  upon  him  to  enter  upon  the  first  charge   relative  to  the 
miraculous  conception.    He  states  that  the  man  is  a  Christian 
who  believes  Christ  to  be  the  Messiah.    I  say-  no  man  is  a 
Christian  while  he  denies  that  fact  which  appears  in  the  first 
pages  of  the  New  Testament — which  is  the  very    first    fact 
taught  by  the  evangelist  Matthew — and  which  is  taught  aJso 
in  the  first  chapter  of  St.  Luke.    I  have  nearly  exhausted  my 
time.    Perhaps  I  have  a  few  minutes. 

Dr.  Lees  : — ^Exactly  eight  minutes. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — Then  I   shall  just  take  the  opportunity  of ' 
reading  over  the  "article"  in  Mr.  Barkei*'s  pampnlet,  to  which 
1  have  especially  referred,  which  I  hold  to  be  unchristian — 
which  I  am  prepared  to  prove  is  unchristian — and   which,  if 
God  gives  me  health,  (unless  I  have  mistaken  the  truth  of 
God,)  I  will  prove  to  be  so.    What  I  am  now  about  to  read  is 
entitled  as  I  have  said,  "The  Article;"  and  I  find  it  in  the 
19th  number  of  "The  Christian." 

"  I  believe  that  Jesus  was  born  and  made  as  we  are ;  that 
he  was  made  in  all  respects  like  unto  his  brethren.    I  believe 
that  he  was  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  bom  in  honourable 
wedlock.    I  do  not  believe  in  the  story  of  the  miraculous  con- 
ception ;  I  believe  it  is  a  fiction.    I  do  not  believe  that  Matthew 
wrote  the  account  of  the  miraculous  conception ;  I  believe  the 
story  was  added  to  his  gospel  after  his  times.    I  believe  that 
the  gospel  of  Matthew  began  originallv  at  what  is  now  the 
third   chapter  ;    that    it  began  like  IVf ark's  gospel  with  the 
account  of  John  the  Baptist.    I   believe  that  Jesus  was  as 
liable  to  sin  as  other  children.     I  do  not  believe  that  Jesus, 
when  bom,  or  while  a  child,  differed  from  other  children  at 
all.     I  do  not  believe  that  he  was  the  Christ  when  he  was 
bom ;  nor  do  I  believe  that  it  was  fixed  that  he  should  be  the 
Christ  till  after  he  had  proved  himself,  by  his  devoted  piety, 
a  suitable  person  for  the  work  of  the  Messiahship.    I  believe 
that  Jesus,  at  first,  was  just  on  a  level  with  the  rest  of  man- 
kind, and  liable  both  to  the  common  imperfections  and  fail- 
ings of  his  brethren.    I  believe  that  he  became  a  truly  pious 
young  man,  and  that  on  account  of  his  piety,  God  chose  him 
for  the  great  and  glorious  work  of  forming  a  new  church,  ai 
founding  a  new  and  spiritual  kingdom.     I  believe  that  God 
first  tried  him,  and  proved  his  fidelity  and  constancy,  and  that 
when  he  found  him  true  and  firm  in  his  purposes,  anointed 
him  with  the  Holy  Spirit,  gave  him  powers  and  instructions 
to  fit  him  for  his  work,  and  then  sent  him  forth  as  the  in- 
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structor,  the  regenerator,  the  governor,  the  Saviour  of  man- 
kind. I  do  not  believe  that  Jesus  was  foretold  as  an  indhi- 
dualf  or  that  Jesus  was  bom  in  fulfilment  of  any  prophecy. 
To  me  it  seems  that  what  was  foretold  was  a  prophet  like  unto 
Moses,  a  Teacher,  a  King,  a  Saviour,  and  that  the  prophecies 
respecting  the  Messiah  would  be  fulfilled  by  the  appointment 
of  any  suitable  good  man  to  the  work  of  teaching,  reforming, 
and  saving  mankind. 

**  I  do  not  think  that  God  would  have  been  thwarted  in  his 

i/^  purposes,  if  Jesus  had  proved  unfaithful.  I  believe  that  if, 
when  Jesus  was  tried,  he  had  failed,  God  would  have  laid  him 
aside,  and  chosen  some  other  person.  No  one  can  say  that 
God  had  not  tried  others  before  he  tried  Jesus,  and  found  tlieni 
wanting.  No  one  can  say  that  he  did,  but  no  one  can  say  that 
he  did  not.  I  do  not  believe  that  there  was  any  danger  of 
Christ  failing,  after  God  had  sent  him  forth  as  the  Messiah. 
I  believe  that  God  had  tried  him  sufficiently  before  he  appoin- 
ted him  to  the  Messiahship,  to  know  that  he  was  sufficiently 
firm,  that  he  was  sufficiently  fixed  and  established  in  righteous- 
ness to  be  safely  entrusted  with  the  important  office  of  the 
Messiahship. 

"  I  do  not  believe  that  God  from  the  beginning  foreknows 
any  man's  character.  I  believe  that  when  a  child  is  fij^-st  bom 
into  the  world,  God  no  more  knows  whether  it  will  be  good  or 
bad,  faithful  or  unfaithful,  righteous  or  wicked,  than  the  pa- 
rents of  the  child  themselves.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  charac- 
ter, the  faithfulness  or  unfaithfulness  of  a  child  co»  be  fore- 
known. I  believe  that  God  can  only  learn  what  men  will  be, 
or  whether  they  will  continue  righteous  or  wicked,  by  trying 
or  proving  them.  Of  course,  I  do  not  believe  that  God  fore- 
knew what  the  character  of  Jesus  would  be  before  Jesus  was 
tried.  I  do  not  believe  that  Jesus  was  the  supreme  God.  I 
do  not  believe  that  he  was  God  the  Son.  I  believe  that  Jesus 
was  at  first  a  simple,  a  pei'fect,  a  proper  man.  I  believe  he 
was  just  such  a  person,  just  such  a  man,  as  his  brethren.  I 
do  not  believe  that  Jesus  existed  before  his  conception  and 
birth  of  Mary,  any  more  than  that  other  men  existed  before 
their  conception  or  birth.  I  do  not  believe  that  any  passage 
of  Scripture  proves  that  he  existed  before  he  was  conceived  or 
born.    I  believe  that  God  dwelt  in  Christ,  but  I  believe  that 

^  the  God  that  dwelt  in  him  was  God  the  Father,  the  only  God 
there  is.  I  believe  that  Christ  had  unparalleled  wisdom  and 
power,  but  I  believe  that  he  received  them  from  God  his 
Father.  I  believe  that  Christ  received  all  he  had  from  God,  I 
•  believe  that  he  received  his  very  life  and  being  from  God.  I 
believe  that  God  was  his  Creator  or  Father,  as  truly  as  he  is 
our  Creator  or  Father.  I  do  not,  however,  believe  tnat  Jesus 
was  the  son  of  God  in  no  higher  sense  than  we  are.' 
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Here  Mr.  Cooke  was  interrupted  l^  a  remark  of  '*  Tim 

is  up  ;**  and  he  immediately  resumed  his  seat. 

Mb.  Obant  : — I  'beg  leave,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Caake,  tc 
thank  the  audience  for  the  attention  vrith  which  they  have 
heard  him ;  and  especially  for  the  very  slight  manifestatuin 
of  feeling  which  has  been  evinced.  I  hope  th^  same  conduct 
will  be^  observed  towards  Mr.  Barker,  and  throughout  the 
discussion.    . 

Dn.  Le£s  : — I  feel  very  much  pleasure  that  hitherto  we 
have  proceeded  in  that  excellent  spirit  which  ought  to  dis- 
tinguish every  discussion  of  an  important  subject.      I  have 
now  the  pleasure  of  calling  upon  Mr.  Barker  to   defend  his 
positions :  and  I  trust,  in  common  with  Mr  Grant,  that  he 
will  receive  from  you  that  attention  which  has  been  rendered 
to  Mr.  Cooke.     And  I  may  also  say,  that  it  is  desirable,  and 
the  wish  of  Mr.  Barker,  and  of  his  Committee,  that  no  ex« 
pression  of  applause  or  of  disapprobation  should  be  connected 
with  his  remarks.     If  such  conduct  be  faithfully  observed  by 
you,  it  will  not  only  be  an  acquiescence  in  the  wishes  of 
the  Chairmen  and  others,  but  passion  will  be  kept  down,  and 
judgment  be  the  better  exercised.     (Hear,  hear.) 

MR.  BAIIKER  then  proceeded. — ^Respected  Chairmen 
and  Friends, — I  stand  before  you  as  the  advocate  of  a  pure 
and  unadulterated  Christianity.     My  only  object  is  to  pro- 
mote the  glory  of  God  in  heaven,  and  the  welfare  of  mankind 
on  farth.     You  are  all  aware  that  I  have  frequently  been 
denounced  as  a  heretic,  an  infidel,  and  a  blasphemer.    Many 
of  the  views  which  I  hold  and  advocate  have  been  represen- 
ted as  utterly  anti-Christian,  unscriptural,  tending  to  sab- 
vert  and  destroy  men's  souls.    I  am  wishful  to  state  my  views 
on  a  number  of  great  points  ;  and  to  lay  before  you  ray  rea- 
sons for  holding  and  for  advocating  them.   And  I  am  wishful 
that  when  you  have  heard  this  statement  of  my  views,  and 
pondered  on  what  I  have  to  advance  in  their  favour,  you 
should  judge  for  yourselves,  in  the  fear  of  God,  and  in  the 
love  of  truth^  and  with  a  strict  regard  to  the  sacred  oracles, 
to  the  teachings  of  Jesus  Christ  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures, 
whether  those  denunciations  have  been  deserved;  whetho* 
I  am  a  heretic,  an  infidel,  and  a  blasphemer  ;  or  whether  I 
^lefend  the  truth  as  taught  by  Jesus  Christ. 

1  have  nothing  to  ask  from  this  audience,  but  a  patient  and 
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attentive  hearing,  and  a  calm  consideration  of  what  may  be 
stated.  I  have  not  the  slightest  desire  to  mislead  any  indi- 
vidual. I  wish  people  to  keep  their  minds  wide  awake.  I 
wish  them  to  listen  with  particular  attention.  I  wish  them 
to  carry  their  Bibles  in  their  minds,  as  far  as  they  have 
them  in  remembrance,  and  to  compare,  as  I  pass  along,  every 
thing  that  I  state  vnth  the  doctrines  of  Jesus,  as  recorded  in 
the  sacred  Scriptures.  If  T  am  found  to  teach  any  thing 
contrary  to  what  Jesus  Christ  taught,  I  wish  you  to.  reject  it 
without  ceremony.  If  I  am  found  to  oppose  any  thing 
which  Jesus  Christ  taught,  I  wish  you  to  oppose  me.  I  wish 
you  simply  t?>  be  guided  by  the  doctrines  of  Jesus,  and  to 
admit  nothing  which  I  have  to  state  except  in  so  far  as  I  give 
.  the  plain  testimony  of  Christ  and  his  apostles  .for  the  state- 
ments which  I  lay  before  you. 

I  am,  of  course,  aware  that  many  of  the  statements  which 
I  shall  have  to  make,  and  which  I  shall  feel  bound  to  advo- 
cate, will  be  somewhat  new  and  strange  to  the  ears  of  many 
who  may  hear  me.  But  all  that  is  strange  to  us,  is  not  at 
variance  with  truth.  There  may  be  many  here  that  have 
still  something  to  learn.  Perhaps  we  none  of  us  are  wise  to 
perfection.  Let  us  therefore  endeavour  to  judge  calmly  and 
candidly  ;  and  give  to  every  thing  that  may  be  stated  by 
either  disputant,  both  a  fair  hearing,  and  a  just,  deliberate,, 
and  honest  consideration. 

I  shall  proceed,  myself,  to  state  my  views  on  the  first 
great  question  under  consideration  ;  namely — "What  is  a 
Christian  T*  I  shall  then,  after  having  stated  my  own  views, 
proceed  to  notice  the  views  which  have  been  advanced  by 
my  opponent.  I  shall  proceed,  in  the  first  place,  to  state 
my  own  views  with  respect  to  the  first  question — What  is  a 
Christian  ? 

In  the  first  place,  then,  a  Christian  is  a  disciple  of  Jesus 
Christ.  In  Acts,  11th  chap,  and  26th  verse,  it  is  stilted  that 
"  the  disciples  were  first  cadled  Christians  at  Antioch."  It 
is  plain  then,  that  Christian  was  only  another  word  for  dis" 
/  ciple.  The  word  "  Christian,"  is  another  name  given  to 
.those  who  previously  bore  the  name  of  "  disciples/' — dis- 
ciples of  Jesus  Christ. 

I  observe,  in  the  second  place,  that  the  word  disciple  is  a 
Latin  word,  which  signifies  a  scholar,  or  a  learner.  A  dis- 
ciple of  Jesus  Christ,  therefore,  is  a  learner,  or  a  scholar  oi 
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Christ ;  one  who  receiyes  Jesus  Christ  as  his  teacher,  one 

who  places  himself  under  Christ  as  an  instructor  sent  from 

God,  with  a  desire  to  learn  Christ's  doctrines,  that  he  maj 

reduce  them  to  practice.  Every  individual,  then,  who  receives 

Jesus  as  a  teacher  come  from  Ood,  and  who  places  himself 

under  Jesus  as  a  scholar,  with  a  view  to  learn  the  Christian 

.  doctrine,  in  order  that  he  may  be  conducted  to  present  purity 

and  happiness,  and  to  future  everlasting  blessedness,  is  a 

jr     Christian.  And  this,  I  may  say,  is  the  whole  that  is  included 

\f       in  being  a  Christian.     Every  one  that  receives  Jesus  as  a 

teacher,  and  seeks  to  learn  in  order  to  practice  his  doctrines, 

is  a  Christian  :  and  no  one  else  but  those  who  thus  receive 

him  as  a  teacher,  and  place  themselves  under  him  in  order 

to  learn  and  practice  his  teachings,  can  be  regarded  as  a  Christian. 

The  word  "  disciples"  is  frequently  employed  in  other 
cases,  besides  that  of  Christ  and  his  followers.  We  read  of 
John's  disciples,  and  of  Moses's  disciples.  A  disciple  of 
Moses  was  one  who  believed  that  God  spoke  by  Moses.  A 
disciple  of  John  was  one  who  believed  that  his  baptism  and 
doctrine  were  from  heaven.  A  man  who  thus  received  Moses 
as  a  person  through  whom  God  spoke,  and  who  received  and 
obeyed  the  doctrines  taught  by  Moses,  was  a  true  disciple  of 
Moses.  Those  who  received  the  baptism  and  doctrine  of 
John,  or  regarded  John  as  a  messenger  from  God,  were  true 
disciples  of  John.  And  one  who  receives  Jesus  as  a  teacher 
come  from  God,  and  places  himself  under  his  instruction  and 
government,  is  a  true  disciple  of  Jesus  ;  and  as  the  term  Chris- 
tian  means  a  disciple  of  Christ,  every  such  person  is  a  true 
Christian. 

If  you  refer  to  the  9th  chapter  of  Jolm,  you  will  find  a 
conversation  between  the  man  whose  eyes  had  been  opened 
and  the  Pharisees,  which  may  illustrate  these  remarks.  Be- 
ginning at  the  1 7th  verse,  you  read, — "  They  say  unto  the 
blind  man  again,  What  sayest  thou  of  him,  that  he  hath 
opened  thine  eyes  ?  He  said,  he  i&  a  prophet.  But  the 
Jews  did  not  believe  concerning  him,  that  he  had  been  blind, 
and  received  his  sight,  until  they  called  the  parents  of  him 
that  had  received  Ws  sight."  They  asked  the  parents,  who 
said  their  son  was  bom  blind  ;  but  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  he  received  his  sight,  they  again  referred  him  to  their 
son,  saying,  he  was  of  age,  and  should  speak  for  himself. 
"  Then  again  called  they  the  man  that  was  blind,  and  said 
^nto  kim,  Give  God  the  praise  ;  we  know  that  this  man  is 
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a  sinner.  He  answered  and  said^  Whether  he  be  a  sinner 
or  no^  I  know  not :  one  thing  I  know,  that,  whereas  I  was 
blind,  now  I  see.  Then  said  they  to  him  again,  What  did 
he  to  thee  1  how  opened  he  thine  eyes  ?  He  answered  them, 
T  have  told  you  already,  and  ye  did  not  hear :  wherefore 
would  ye  hear  it  again  1  will  ye  also  be  his  dimples  1  Then 
they  reviled  him,  and  said.  Thou  art  his  disciple  ;  but  we  are 
Moses'  disciples.  We  kfum  that  God  spake  unto  Moses  :  as 
for  this  fellow,  we  know  not  from  whence  he  is.  The  man 
answered  and  said  unto  them,  Why  herein  is  a  marvellous 
thing,  that  ye  know  not  from  whence  he  is,  and  yet  he  hath 
opened  mine  eyes."  And  so  forth.  That  man  was  a  disciple, 
because  he  received  Jesus  as  the  great  teacher,  and  placed 
■himself  under  his  instruction  and  government.  The  Pharisees 
would  have  become  his  disciples,  if  they  had  received  him 
as  one  sent  from  God.  They  tpere  Moses*  disciples,  because 
they  believed  that  God  spake  by  Moses  ;  and  they  would 
have  been  Jesus'  disciples,  if  they  had  believed  his  doctrines, 
and  placed  themselves  under  his  instruction  and  government. 
I  may  observe,  that  as  a  child  is  a  scholar,  or  a  learner, 
from  the  moment  that  he  chooses  an  individual  as  his  teacher, 
and  enters  the  school  with  the  intention  of  Jiarning  the  les- 
isons  there  taught,  and  submitting  himself  to  the  authority  of 
the  person  who  teaches  ;  so  it  is  in  reference  to  parties 
entering  the  school  of  Christ,  and  choosing  him  for  their 
teacher.  They  are  disciples,  scholars,  and  therefore  Chris- 
tians, from  the  moment  they  make  their  choice  of  Jesus  as  a 
teacher, — ^from  the  moment  they  begin  to  study  his  doctrines, 
with  a  hearty  intention  of  reducing  them  to  practice.  It 
does  not  require  a  certain  amount  of  learning  or  knowledge 
to  make  a  man  a  Christian.  As  in  a  school  there  may  be  a 
hundred  scholars,  and  no  two  of  them  possess  the  same 
amount  of  knowledge,  and  yet  all  are  scholars — all  learners — 
and  all  may  be  equally  submissive  to  the  teaching  and  autho- 
rity of  the  master  ;  so  in  the  school  of  Christ,  there  may  be 
ten  thousand,  or  ten  thousand  times  ten  thousand  scholars, 
who,  having  entered  and  received  him  as  their  teacher,  and 
heartily  placed  themselves  under  his  instruction  and 
government,  are  true  disciples,  learners,  scholars  ;  and  yet 
not  two  of  th«m  hav^  the  same  amount  of  knowledge.  They 
may  differ  endlessly  in  knowledge  or  opinion  ;  still,  as  they 
have,  chosen  Jesus  as  their  teacher,  and  placed  themselves 
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under  his  instruction  and  guidance^  they  are    equally 
l/^    scholars,  or  disciples ;  and,  as  the  word  ChriBtian   is   anotJ 
name  for  the  term  disciple,  they  are  from  that    time    tr 
Christians. 

I  give  this  statement  in  opposition  to  a  vast  number  < 
false  definitions  as  to  what  it  is  that  constitutes  a   man 
Christian.     We  are  sometimes  told  that  a  mian  cannot   be 
Christian  unless  he  believes  certain  opinions.      For  example 
we  are  told  that  a  man  cannot  be  a  Christian  unless    h< 
believes  in  the  Trinity;  unless  he  believes   in    satisfaction 
to   the  justice   of  God   by  the  death   of   Christ ;    unless 
he  believes  in  natural,  total,  and  hereditary  depravity,  t\\& 
depravity  of  every  child  bom  into  the  world.     I  am  wishful 
to  show  that  these  accounts  of  what  constitutes  a  Christian, 
are  not  warranted  by  Scripture :  that,  on  the  contrary,  the 
Scriptures  give  that  simple,  intelligible,  plain  definition  of  the 
matter  which  I  have  just  briefly  laid  before  you. 

I  shall  meet  some  of  these  objections  as  they  present 
themselves.     We  are  told,  in  the  first  place,  that  a  man  i^ 
not  a  Christian  unless  he  believes  in  the  Trinity,— or  that 
there  are  three  persons  in  the  Godhead.     I  answer,  the 
Scriptures   do  not  -  say  so.     They  never  mention  such  a 
thing.     There  is  no  such  word  as  "  Trinity "  in  the  Scrip- 
tures :  there  is  no  such  phrase  as  "  three  persons  in  one 
God.*'     There  are  no  words  in  Scripture,  that  can  fairly  be 
asserted  to   amount  to  the  same  thing  as  these  phrases. 
Nay,  these  phrases, — three  persons  in  one  God,  Trinity  in 
^  Unity,  and  the  like,  are  acknowledged  to  be  inexplicable  and 
unintelligible   by   the   parties  who  use  them.    So  that  it 
would  be  vain  to  seek  for  the  meaning  in  other  phrases, 
when  the  meaning  itself  is  not  yet  understood.   Again,  while 
the  Scriptures  never  teach  that  a  man  cannot  be  a  Christian 
unless  he  believes  in  the  Trinity,  they  do  teach,  and  that 
most  clearly,  the  contrary  ; — they  teach  that  a  man  may  be 
a  Christian — a   disciple  of  Christ,  before  he  even  knows 
whether  there   be  such  a  thing  as  a  Holy  Ghost;  to  say 
nothing  about  finding  out  the  Holy  Ghost  to  be  a  third  per- 
(  /    son  in  the  Godhead.     "  It  came  to  pass,  that,  while  ApoJlos 
^      was   at   Corinth,   Paul   having .  passed   through  the  upper 
coasts,  came  to  Ephesus :  and  finding  certain  disciples,  he 
said  unto  them.  Have  ye  received  the  Holy  Ghost  since  ye 
believed  %     And  they  said  unto  him,  we  have  not  so  much 
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as  heard  whether  there  be  any  Holy  Ghost."  They  were 
disciples.  Paul  regarded  them  as  true  Christian  disciples. 
But  yet  they  had  not  so  much  as  heard  whether  there  was 
any  Holy  Ghost. 

Another  statement  is  that  a  man  cannot  be  a  Christian 
unless  he  believes  in  Satisfaction  to  Justice  by  the  death  of 
Christ.     I  answer,  that  the  Scriptures  do  not  say  so.     There 
is  no  such  doctrine  as  the  doctrine  of  Satisfaction — ^the  doc- 
tiine  that  Christ  died  to  satisfy  divine  justice,  in  the  whole 
eacred  volume.     The  death  of  Jesus  Christ  is  never  repre- 
sented in  the  sacred  writings  as  a  satisfaction  to  divine  jus- 
tice.   On  the  contrar}^,  it  is  represented  as  a  means  to  redeem 
men  from  iniquity,  to  purify  them,  and  make  them  peculiar 
people,  zealous  of  good  works  ;  and  thus  to  bring  people  to 
happiness  and  to  God,     In  the  second  place,  the  Scriptures 
teach  that  there  were  many  disciples  of  Christ  before  it  was 
discovered  that  Christ  would  die  at  all,  or  that  he  would  rise 
again  from  the  dead.     Peter,  and  James,  and  John,  and 
their  companions,  were  disciples,  and  had  been   so  for  a 
length  of  time  ;  and  yet  in  the  16th  chapter  of  Matthew,  wp 
have  the  following  account  respecting  this  matter,  beginning 
at  the  21st  verse  : — "  From  that  time  forth  began  Jesus  to 
show  unto  his  disciples,  how  that  he  must  go  unto  Jerusa- 
lem, and  suffer  many  things  of  the  elders  and  Chief  Priests 
and  Scribes,  and  be  killed,  and  be  raised  again  the  third 
day.     Then  Peter  took  him,   and  began   to  rebuke   him, 
saying.  Be   it  far  from  thee.  Lord  :  this  shall  not  be  unto 
thee.     But  he  turned,  and  said  unto  Peter,  Get  thee  behind 
me,    adversary,   thou   art   an   offence   unto   me  :    for  thou 
savourest  not  the  things  that  be  of  God,  but  those  that  be 
of  men."     Peter,  therefore,   though   in    many  respects  he 
savoured  the  things  that  were  of  God,  and  was  ready  both 
to  preach  and  to  suffer  for  Christ's  sake,  could  not  entertain  the 
idea  of  Christ's  death  ;  and  of  course  could  not  be  a  believer 
in  that  death  being  a  satisfaction  to  divine  justice.     And 
yet  he  was  a  disciple  ;  and  in  the  preceding  verses  of  the 
game  chapter  he  is  pronounced  blessed,  because  he  had  be- 
lieved Jesus  to  be  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God  ; — 
proving  that  believing  this  is  the  faith  which  makes  men 
disciples ;  and  that  the  faith  which  receives  the  death  of 
Christ  as  true  may  not  come  till  afterwards.     These  indivi- 
duals were  disciples  before  they  learned  that  important  doc- 


trine,  especially  before  they  got  clear  views  on  the    subjecl 
connected  with  Christ's  deatib.     In  the  9th  chapter  of  Mark 
at  the  9th  and  10th  verses,  you  may  find  that  they  knew  ai 
little  in  reference  to  Christ's  resurrection,  as  they  did   in 
reference  to  his  death  : — ''And  as  they  came  doiwii  fi'om  the 
mountain,  he  chaiged  them  that  they  should  tell  no  man 
what  things  they  had  seen,  till  the  Son  of  man  -were  risen 
from  the  dead.     And  they  kept  that  saying  with  themselvea, 
questioning  one  with  another,  what  the  rising  of  the  dead 
should  mean." 

I  wish  to  observe,  that  I  am  not  at  present  entering  into 
the  question  at  large  as  to   whether  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  be  scriptural  or  not,  or  as  to  whether  the  doctrine  of 
satis&ction  to  divine  justice  be  scriptural  or  not.     These  are 
points  which  will  be  considered  at  length  hereafter.     What 
I  am  Tioia  wishing  to  show  is  principally,  that  a  belief  and 
understanding  of  these  doctrines,  even  supposing  them  to  be 
true,  is  not  essential  to  make  a  man  a  Christian  ;  and  that 
a  man  may  be  a  true  Christian,  or  a  disciple,  or  learner  of 
Christ,  before  they  are  known. 

Again,  it  is  stated  that  a  man  cannot  be  a  Christian  un- 
less he  believes  in  natural,  hereditary  depravity.     J  answer, 
the  Scriptures  never  say  so.     Christ  says  not  one  angle 
word  about  any  such  subject.     What  he  does  say,  on  the 
contrary,  is, — '♦  Suffer  little  children  to  come  unto  me,  and 
forbid  them  not,  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven." 
And  we  know  that  heaven  is  not  made  up  of  people  who  are 
totally  depraved. 

It  is  further  said  that  a  man  must  be  bom  again^-bora  of 
God,  before  he  can  be  a  Christian.  I  answer,  eveiy  one  is 
born  of  God  who  believes  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ,  and  who 
gives  himself  up  to  Christ's  instruction  and  government.  In 
proof  of  this  I  refer  you  to  the  5th  chapter  of  the  1st  epistle 
of  John,  and  first  verse, — "  Whosoever  believeth  that  Jesus 
is  the  Christ  is  bom  of  God." 

It  is  said  that  a  man  cannot  be  a  Christian  unless  he 
trusts  for  acceptance  with  God  in  the  merits  of  Christ,  and 
in  the  merits  of  Christ  alone.  The  Scriptures,  however,  do 
not  say  that.  You  have  heard  from  my  opponent  something 
about  parties  being  wise  above  what  is  written.  Now  what- 
ever wisdom  a  man  may  have,  teaching  him  that  a  man 
cannot  be  a  Christian  who  does  not  believe  in  the  Trinity ; 
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who  does  not  trust  exclusively  in  Christ's  merits  to  secure 
acceptance  with  God;  who  does  not  believe  in  natural, 
total,  hereditary  depravity  ;  who  does  not  believe  in  satis- 
faction to  divine  justice  ; — I  say,  whatever  wisdom  he  may 
have,  leading  him  to  believe  these  doctrines,  and  to  tell  a 
man  that  he  cannot  be  a  Christian  unless  he;>believes  in 
them,  is  all  wisdom  that  is  got  somewhere  else  than  from 
the  Bible ;  and  he  that  is  wise  in  this  way,  is  wise  either 
above  what  is  written,  or  very  far  wide  of  what  is  written. 
With  respect  to  the  last  statement,  that  no  one  can  be  a 
Christian  unless  he  trusts  in  the  merits  of  Christ  for  accep- 
tance with  God,  there  is  not  a  single  word  in  favour  of  any 
such  doctrine  in  the  whole  Bible.  There  is  nothing  about 
the  merits  of  Christ  mentioned  in  the  Scriptures.  There  are 
no  words  that  amount  to  the  same  meaning  as  the  phrase 
"  the  merits  of  Christ."  Some  tell  us,  that  though  the  words 
are  not  there,  the  thing  is  there.  But  if  the  thing  is  there, 
why  are  not  the  words  put  in.  They  were  persons  who  be- 
lieved in  the  merits  of  Christ  that  translated  the  Scriptures  ; 
and  if  they  had  found  the  thing  there,  do  you  think  they 
would  have  kept  out  the  words  1  If  those  who  wrote  the 
Scriptures  had  put  in  the  thing,  would  not  the  words  be  there 
also  ?  Yet  neither  in  the  old  government  translation,  nor 
in  those  of  John'  Wesley,  Dr.  Conquest,  nor  any  other 
translation,  Trinitarian,  or  Anti- Trinitarian,  Orthodox,  or 
Heterodox,  can  any  one  find  such  a  phrase  as  "  the  merits  of 
Christ."  And  as  there  is  no  mention  of  the  anerits  of 
Christ,  there  cannot  be  any  mention  of  any  such  thing  as 
trusting  in  the  merits  of  Christ  for  acceptance  and  salvation. 
Men,  therefore,  are  Christians  from  the  moment  they  choose 
Christ  as  their  teacher,  however  little  they  may  k&ow  of  his 
doctrine  ;  just  as  a  child  is  a  learner  or  scholar,  the  moment 
he  chooses  a  teacher,  and  places  himself  under  his  instruc- 
tion and  government. 

'  With  respect  to  Christ's  first  disciples,  we  have  noticed 
one  or  two  of  their  errors.  I  may  notice  a  few  other  of 
their  mistakes.  They  frequently  misunderstood  Christ's 
doctrine.  When  he  said  to  them, — "  Beware  of  the  leaven 
of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,"  they  did  not  understand  him. 
It  was  after  he  had  given  them  an  explanation  only  that 
they  understood  one  of  the  simplest  matters,  namely,  that  it 
was  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Scribes  and  Pliarisees  that  they 


32 

were  to  beware,  and  not  of  their  bread.  They  did  not  un- 
derstand the  nature  of  Christ's  kingdom.  They  fancied  he 
was  to  be  an  earthly  monarch,  who  would  subdue  the  nations  of 
the  earth  to  the  Jews.  Two  of  them  contended  as  U>  which 
should  sit  at  his  right  hand  and  left  hand  in  his  kingdom. 
The  mother  of  two  of  them  asked  as  a  favour,  on  behalf  of 
them,  that  they  might  sit  at  his  right  hand  and  on  his  left. 
Others  cf  them  contended  which  should  be  the  greatest  in 
his  kingdom.  And  even  at  the  time  of  his  Ascension,  they 
seemed  to  entertain  the  idea  that  Jesus  would  restore  the 
kingdom— -the  dominion,  to  Israel ;  that  the  result  of  Christ's 
mission  would  be  to  free  the  Jewish  people  from  subjection 
to  foreign  dominion,  and  make  them  the  governors  or  heads 
of  the  lower  world.  They  did  not  understand  the  simple 
doctrine  that  Christ  came  for  the  salvation  of  the  Gentiles  as 
well  as  of  the  Jews  ;  that  the  Gospel  was  to  be  preached  to 
every  creature  ;  and  that  every  creature  who  received  the 
doctrine,  and  yielded  obedience  to  it,  was  to  be  saved, — 
saved  without  regard  to  the  law  of  Moses,  or  to  circum- 
cision—saved by  faith  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ — ^faith  working 
by  love.  It  was  ten  years  after  the  day  of  Pentecost  that 
Peter  learned  the  important  duty  of  preaching  the  Gospel  to 
the  Gentiles.  And  then  he  had  to  be  taught  it  by  a  vision  ; 
to  be  thrust  out,  as  it  were,  by  miraculous  interference,  and 
taught  to  understand  the  plain  command,  to  go  into  all  the 
world,  and  preach  the  Gospel  to  every  creature.  And  when 
Peter  was  thus  directed,  he  said, — "  Not  so.  Lord  ;  for  I 
have  never  eaten  any  thing  that  is  common  or  unclean.  And 
the  voice  spake  unto  him  again  the  second  time.  What  God 
hath  cleansed,  that  call  not  thou  common."  The  early 
disciples,  too,  had  differences  of  opinion — ^were  of  various 
opinions  ;  and  of  course  the  opinions  of  some  of  the  parties 
must  be  wrong.  See  the  14th  chapter  of  St.  Paul's  epistle 
to  the  Romans,  where  he  gives  you  instances  of  their  diffe- 
rences of  opinion.  "  One  believeth  that  he  may  eat  all 
things  :  another,  who  is  weak,  eateth  herbs."  "  One  man 
esteemeth  one  day  above  another  :  another  esteemeth  every 
day  alike."  Paul,  however,  does  not  say  that  those  who 
esteem  every  day  alike  are  no  Christians  ;  nor  that  those 
who  esteem  one  day  above  another  are  not  Christians.  He 
regarded  both  as  Christians ;  and  says, — "  Let  every  man 
be  fully  persuaded  in  his  own  mind  ;"  and  let  every  man 
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act  according  to  his  persuasion^  in  the  fear  of  God,  in  love 
to  his  brethren  ;  no  one  judging  his  brother  in  reference  to 
these  matters.  Similar  differences  of  opinion  may  exist 
among  Christians  still.  A  man  may  be  a  Christian,  and  yet 
a  Boman  Catholic,  He  may  be  a  Christian,  and  yet  a  Pro- 
testant. He  may  be  a  Christian,  and  yet  be  a  Quaker,  a 
Baptist,  a  Methodist,  a  Calvinist,  a  Trinitarian,  an  Anti- 
Trinitarian,  and  so  forth.  And  he  may  be  a  Christian,  and 
be  none  of  all  these.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  a  man 
being  a  Christian,  a  learner,  a  scholar  of  Christ,  that  lie 
should  belong  to  any  sect,  to  any  denomination,  or  to  any 
religious  society.  All  that  is  essential  to  a  man's  being  a 
Christian  is  the  reception  of  Jesus  as  a  teacher,  and  subjec- 
tion to  Christ's  direction  and  authority.  A  man  may  be  a 
Boman  Catholic,  and  yet  regard  Jesus  as  a  great  teacher 
come  from  God,  and  the  divinely  appointed  Saviour  of  man- 
kind. He  may  be  a  Protestant,  and  have  the  same  faith 
and  practice.  He  may  be  a  Calvinist,  a  Methodist,  a  Bap- 
tist, or  a  Quaker,  a  Trinitarian  or  an  Anti-Trinitarian,  and 
have  faith  in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah  ;  and  be  sincere  in  heart, 
and  sound  in  faith  ;  and  his  single,  undivided,  constant  ob- 
ject shall  be  to  understand  and  do  the  will  of  his  heavenly 
Father,  as  revealed  and  exemplified  by  Jesus  Christ. 

It  was  intimated  by  my  opponent  that  there  is  a  difference 
between  ignorance  and  unbelief;  between  error  and  infidel- 
ity ;  between  mistake  and  disobedience.  This  is  a  very 
important  principle.  It  would  be  well  if  it  were  better 
understood.  It  would  be  well  if  all  Christians  understood 
it ;  and  if  all  Christians,  and  all  professed  preachers  of  the 
religion  of  Christ,  would  act  consistently  and  constantly 
upon  it.  It  is,  however,  a  fact,  that  vast  numbers  seem  to 
make  no  distinction  between  ignorance  and  unbelief,  between 
ehror  and  infidelity,  between  mistake  and  disobedience.  If 
it  be  a  man's  sincere  conviction  that  every  day  is  alike,  he  is 
still  denounced  as  unchristian.  If  it  be  a  man's  conviction 
that  one  day  is  more  excellent  than  another,  that  is  a  recom- 
mendation to  a  great  portion  of  professing  Christians  to 
receive  him  into  the  fold  of  Christ's  disciples  at  once.  So 
in  reference  to  other  particular  intepretations  of  the  sacred 
writings.  If  a  man  differ  from  the  principal  parties  of  the 
day,  in  reference  to  certain  matters,  speculations,  or  opinions, 
be  is  at  once  denounced  as  unchristian.      It  may  be  that  he 
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is  in  the  wrong  :  but  it  may  also  be  that  his  error  is  not  his 
*  fault,  but  his  misfortune  ; — ^that  the  reason  is,  that  he  has 
not  yet  heard  of  such  things ;  and  how  can  a  man  believe  any. 
thing  of  which  he  has  not  yet  heard  ?  If  he  mistake  the 
meaning  of  Christ's  sayings,  it  may  be,  probably,  because  he 
has  not  had  a  better  opportunity  of  understanding  their 
nature.  And  if  he  happen  to  go  contrary  to  some  parties, 
in  regard  to  meats,  drinks,  days,  baptisms,  washings,  and  the 
like,  he  is  net  to  be  degraded  on  that  account.  Even  if,  in 
these  points,  he  is  in  the  wrong,  it  may  be  simply  through 
mistake,  and  not  through  disobedience.  A  man  is  not 
necessarily  to  be  taken  as  going  contrary  to  God's  authority, 
because  he  differs  from  another  man  as  to  what  God's  autho- 
rity requires ;  nor  to  be  regarded  as  rejecting  God's  truth, 
and  calling  God  a  liar,  because  he  differs  from  others  as  to 
what  God  has  said,  or  as  to  what  God's  sayings  really  mean. 
i/  Two  men  may  have  equal  respect  for  God's  authority,  equal 
faith  in  his  veracity,  and  be  at  an  equal  distance  from  the 
habit  and  practice  of  calling  God  a  liar,  and  yet  differ  widely 
as  to  what  God  has  said  to  man  ;  and  if  they  shall  agree  as 
to  what  he  has  said,  they  may  differ  very  widely  as  to  what 
God  means.  These  two  parties,  thus  widely  differing  both 
as  to  what  God  says  and  means,  may  still  be  equally  believ- 
ers in  God — ^may  equally  say  that  God  is  true-— may  equally 
revere  his  authority — may  have  an  equal  regard  for  the 
honour  of  God,  and  be  equally  desirous  of  carrying  out  his 
truth  in  their  lives.  l 

Men  may  be  divided  into  five  great  classes :—  \ 

1 .  Atheists  ;  who  do  not  believe  in  God. 

2.  Deists ;    who  do  believe  in  God,  but   who   do   not 

believe  in  Moses  and  the  prophets,  or  in  Christ  and 
his  apostles.  *l 

3.  Jews  ;  who  believe  in  God,  and  who  believe  in  Moses   *  i 

and  the  prophets  ;  but  do  not  believe  in  Jesus  as      / 
the  Christ. 

4.  Persons  who  believe  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ,  but  do  not 

obey  his  teachings,  and  are  not  wishful  to  understand 
his  doctrine.     And 

5.  Christians  ;  persons  who  both  believe  in  God  and  in 

Moses  and  the  prophets,  and  in  Jesus  as  the  Mes- 
siah;  and  who  add  to  faith,  virtue ;  who  give  their 
hearts  to  God,  and  make  it  their  study  to  understand 
and  obey  God's  precepts. 
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The  individual  who  believes  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ — who  ^•' 
receives  his  doctrines  as  the  oracles  of  God — and  who  sur-  ^ 
renders  his  life  to  virtue  as  inculcated  in  the  gospel,  is  the 
true  Christian.  A  Christian  is  distinguished  from  an  Atheist 
in  this — that  he  believes  there  is  a  God,  and  that  Godfis  a 
rewarder  of  them  that  diligently  seek  him.  He  difien^  from 
a  Deist  in  this — that  he  believes  that  God  has  revealed  him- 
self, and  made  known  his  will  by  prophets.  He  differs  from 
a  Jew  in  this — that  he  believes  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ,  the 
person  appointed  by  God  to  be  the  teacher,  the  Saviour,  and 
the  judge  of  men.  He  differs  from  the  profligate,  and  nomi- 
nal, and  unfaithful  professor  of  Christianity  in  this — ^that  he 
respects  Christ's  authority^  and  habitually  surrenders  himself 
to  Christ's  instructions.  But  he  is  not  to  be  distinguished 
from  others  who  believe  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ,  and  place 
themselves  in  authority  over  him,  as  if  he  were*  no  Christian, 
because  his  does  not  hold  their  distinctions  of  days,  or  their 
peculiar  views,  or  opinions,  or  act  in  exactly  the  same  man- 
ner as  they  act.  All  men,  whether  Catholics  or  Protestants, 
Baptists  or  Quakers,  Trinitarians  or  Anti-Trinitarians, 
Methodists  or  Calvinists,  who  believe  in  Jesus  as  the 
Christ — who  receive  him  as  a  teacher  sent  from  God,  and 
as  the  appointed  Saviour  of  the  world — and  who  place 
themselves  under  his  instruction  and  government,  that  he  • 
may  lead  them  to  all  truth  and  righteousness,  and  bring  them 
to  present  and  everlasting  blessedness — are  all  Chnstians, 
however  widely  they  may  differ  in  opinion,  in  name,  or  in 
many  of  their  practices. 

When  men  profess  to  be  Christians,  how  is  it  to  be 
ascertained  whether  their  profession  be  sincere,  or  not  ?  Is 
it  by  reference  to  their  opinions  ?  No.  Is  it  by  reference 
to  outward  ordinances  ?  No.  It  is  by  reference  to  their 
general  conduct ;  and,  especially,  by  reference  to  their 
temper  and  dispositions  towards  their  brethren.  This  has 
been  noticed  by  my  opponent.  On  this  point,  we  to  some 
extent  agree  ;  perhaps  not,  however,  fully.  There  may  be 
a  wide  difference  ;  and  I  shall  therefore  state  my  views  with 
perfect  freedom.  In  the  8th  chap,  of  John's  gospel,  from 
the  30th  to  the  32nd  verse,  you  have  these  words : — '*  As  he 
spake  these  words,  many  believed  on  him.  Then  said  Jesus 
to  those  Jews  who  beUeved  on  him.  If  ye  continue  in  my 
word,  then  are  ye  my  disciples  indeed."      If  ye  continue  in 
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my  word^  still  holding  the  doctrines  I  teach ,  and  reaci^^ 
obey  the  precepts  I  enjoin^  then  *'  ye  shall  knomr  the  trui 
and  the  truth  shall  make  you  free.'*     In  John,    chap.    1 

and  verses  34  and  35,  we  have  these  words  : "  A  ne 

commandment  I  give  unto  you,  That  ye  love  one  another 
as  I  have  loved  you,  that  ye  also  love  one  another.      By  thi 
shall  all  men  know  that  ye  are  my  disciples  "—How  ?  If  yi 
believe  in  the  Trinity  1    No.     If  ye  believe  in  satisfaction  tc 
divine  justice  1  No.     If  ye  believe   in  adult    immersion  f 
No.     If  ye  believe  in  toted,  hereditary  depravity  1     Xo.      If 
ye  believe  in  eternal  torments  ?  No.      "  By  this  shall  ali 
men  know  that  ye  are  my  disciples,  if  ye  have  love  one  to 
(mother. *^    In  the  1 5th  chapter  of  John,  and  the  8th  verse^ 
we   have  these  words : — "  Herein  is  my  Father  glorified, 
that  ye  bear  ipuch  fruit ;  so  shall  ye  be  my  disciples."     In 
the  first  epistle  of  John,  the  second  chapter  and  the  5ih 
verse,  we  have  the  same  sign  given  : — "  But  whoso  keepeth 
his  word,  in  him  verily  is  the  love  of  God  perfected  :  hereby 
know  we  that  we  are  in  him."     In  the  same  epistle,  3rd 
chapter,  from  the  15th  to  the  19th  verses,  we  have  the  same 
sign  or  test  of  true  discipleship  : — "  Whosoever  hateth  Yds 
brother  is  a  murderer  : — and  ye  know  that  no  murderer  hath 
eternal  life  abiding  in  him.     Hereby  perceive  we  the  love  of 
Christ,  because  he  laid  down  his  life  for  us  :  and  we  ought 
to  lay  dowi)  our  lives  for  the  brethren.     But  whoso  hath 
this  world's  good,  and  seeth  his  brother  have  need,  and 
shutteth  up  his  bowels  of  compassion  from  him,  how  dwel- 
leth  the  love  of  God  in  him.      My  little  children,  let  us  not 
love  in  word,  neither  in  tongue  ;  but  in  deed  and  in  truth. 
And  hereby  we  know  that  we  are  of  the  truth,  and  shall 
assure  our  hearts  before  him."     This  view  is  in  perfect 
accordance   with    what   is   taught  throughout  the   sacred 
wiitings  generally.      When  James  gives  us  a  description  of 
pure  and  un defiled  religion  he  says  it  is, — "  To  visit  the 
fatherless  and  widows  in  their  affliction,  and  to  keep  him- 
self unspotted  from  the  world."      Paul,  in  his  epistle  to  the 
Galatians,  at  the  5th  chapter,  and  6th  verse,  tells  us  what 
will  avail  under  the  Christian  dispensation  in  the  following 
words : — "  For-  in  Jesus  Christ  neither  circumcision  availeth 
any  thing,  nor  uncircumcision  ;  but  faith  which  worketh  by 
love."     In  his  6th  chapter,  about  the  15th  verse,  he  sajs  :— 
*'  In  Christ  Jesus  neither  circumcision  availeth  anything,  nor 
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uncircumcision,  but  a  new  creature."  And  he  adds,  "  as 
many  as  walk  according  to  this  "  simple,  practical,  common- 
sense  "  rule,  peace  be  on  them."  In  the  first  epistle  to  the 
Corinthians,  the  7th  chapter,  and  19th  verse,  he  gives  the 
same  principle  in  another  form  : — "  Circumcision  is  nothings 
and  uncircumcision  is  nothing,  but  the  keeping  of  the  com* 
mandments  of  God."  In  the  first  of  these  three  passages, 
we  have  the  root  and  spring  of  true  religion,  a  belief  in  Jesus 
as  tiie  Christ — "faith  working  by  love."  In  the  second 
passage,  we  have  the  effect  produced — ^becoming  "  a  new 
creature  ;  *'  that  is,  being  brought  under  the  influence  of  the 
love  of  God  and  of  mankind.  In  the  third  passage  we  have 
the  outward  manifestation  of  that  inward  change — "keep- 
ing the  commandments  of  God."  Those  conmiandments 
are.  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy  heart, 
and  thy  neighbour  as  thyself ;  still,  making  the  practice  and 
the  spirit  of  Christianity  to  consist  in  the  love  of  God  and 
in  obedience  to  Jesus  Christ,  in  perfect  accordance  with  the 
doctrines  which  Jesus  Christ  teaches. 

In  the  5th  chapter  of  Matthew  we  are  taught  that  those 
are  the  children  of  God,  who  love  their  fellow  men  as  God 
loves  them.  Beginning  at  the  43rd  verse,  we  find  these 
words  :— "  Ye  have  heard  that  it  hath  been  said,.  Thou 
shalt  love  thy  neighbour,  and  hate  thine  enemy.  But  I  say 
unto  you.  Love  your  enemies,  bless  them  that  curse  you, 
do  good  to  them  that  hate  you,  and  pray  for  them  which 
despitefully  use  you,  and  persecute  you  ;  that  ye  may  be  the 
children  of  your  Father  which  is .  in  heaven  :  for  he  maketh 
his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil  and  on  the  good,  and  sendeth  rain 
on  the  just  and  on  the  unjust.  For  if  ye  love  them  which 
love  you,  what  reward  have  ye  f  do  not  even  the  Publicans 
the  same  ?  And  if  ye  salute  your  brethren  only,  what  do 
ye  more  than  others  ?  do  not  even  the  Publicans  so  ?  Be  ye 
therefore  perfect,  or  merciful,  even  as  your  Father  which  is 
in  heaven  is  perfect  or  merciful."  Our  model,  then,  is  our 
Father  in  heaven.  In  the  7th  chapter,  he  speaks  thus, 
beginning  at  the  21st  verse: — "Not  everyone  that  saith 
unto  me.  Lord,  Lord,  shall  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven ; 
but  he  that  doeththe  will  of  my  Father  which  is  in  heaven." 
And  "  therefore,"  he  says  afterwards,  "  whosoever  heareth 
these  sayings  of  mine,  and  doeth  them,  I  will  liken  him  unto 
a  wise  man,  which  built  his  house  upon  a  rock :  and  the 
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vain  descended,  and  the  floods  came,  and  the    iHrindB  ble^ 
*   and  beat  upon  that  house ;  and  it  fell  not  :     for  it    vi^ 
founded  upon  a  rock.      And  eTery  one  that   heareth    thea 
8a3dng8  of  mine,  and  doeth  them  not,  shall  be  likened  uiitv 
a  foolish  man,  which/built  his  house  upon  the   sand  :   anc 
the^ain  descended,  and  the  floods  came,  and   the   ^ndm 
blewf  and  beat  upon  that  house ;  and  it  fell :  and  great  "wam 
the  fdl  of  it.'*     Here  Christ  maJces  man's  fitness  for  heaven 
to  depend  upon  doing  the  will  of  his  Father  in  heaven.     The 
individual  who  hears  Christ's  sayings,  and  does  them,  and 
tku9  hopes  to  obtain  everlasting  life,  is  represented  as  resting 
his  hopes  upon  a  firm  and  immutable  foundation.     The  man 
who  hears,  and  does  not  obey, — ^the  orthodox  professor,  who 
rests  in  forms  or  opinions,  or  feeling  §nd  excitement,  or  rests 
entirely  on  the  merits  of  Cl^rist,  lays  them  on  a  sandy  foun- 
dation ;  and  i^hen  the  time  of  trial  comes,  his  hopes  will  be 
disappointed,  and  his  expectations  fail.   In  the  i  1th  chapter 
of  Matthew,  at  the  28th  and  foUowing  verse  ;  Christ  teaches 
people  who  labour  and  are  heavy  laden  to  come  unto  him, 
and  he  will  give  them  rest.     "  Take  my  yoke  upon  you,"  he 
says,  ''and  learn  oftne;  for  I  am  meek  and  lowly  in  heart : 
and  ye  shall  find  rest  unto  your  souls."     And  in  the  12th 
chapter,  at  the  close  of  the  chapter,  he  teaches  that  all  who 
do  the  wUl  of  his  Father  in  heaven  are  his  brothers,  his 
sisters,  his  most  intimate  relations.      ''  While  he  yet  talked 
to  the  people,"  to  those  who  were  learning,  in  order  that 
they  might  know  and  practise  his  instructions,  *'  while  he 
yet  talked  to  the  people,  behold,  his  mother  and  his  brethren 
stood  without,  desiring  to  speak  with  him.      Then  .one  said 
unto  him,  Behold,  thy  mother  and  thy  brethren  stand  with- 
out, desiring  to  speak  with  thee.     But  he  answered  and  said 
unto  him  that  told  him.  Who  is  my  mother  ?  and  who  are 
my  brethren  ?     And  he  stretched  forth  his  hand  towards  his 
disciples,  and  said,  Behold  my  mother  and  my  brethren  I 
For  whosoever  shall  do  the  will  of  my  Father  which  is  in 
heaven,  the  same  is  my  brother,  and  sister,  and  mother."  i 

To  those  passages  we  may  add  other  passages  in  which 
Jesus  Christ  pronounces  blessings,  not  upon  the  Orthodox, 
not  upon  the  Papist  or  the  Protestant,  the  Methodist  or  the 
Calvinist,  the  Baptist  or  the  Quaker,  the  Trinitarian  or  the 
Anti- Trinitarian,  but  on  the  men  who  yield  obedience  to  his 
v/   doctrine ;  who  receive  Jesus  as  their  teacher  j  and  who 
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make  it  their  study  to  understand  and  to  obey  his  pre- 
cepts. A  number  of  these  passages  I  shall  give  you — ^for 
they  are  passages  which  are  scarce  ever  insisted  upon^  or 
held  forth  prominently  by  most  of  those  who  profess  to  teach 
the  iGospel.  '^  Blessed  are  the  meek/'  who  thankfully 
receive  ^e  instructions  of  Christ,  and  humbly  strive  to^bey 
them.  "Blessed  are  the  merciful,"  those  who  pity*'their 
unhappy  fellow  men,  and  labour  to  promote  their  welfare-^— 
who  can  regard  with  pity  even  those  who  offend,  and  can 
forgive  their  brethren  their  trespasses.  "  Blessed  are  tho 
pure  in  heart,"  the  men  whose  simple  object  is  to  pleaaa 
God.  "  Blessed  are  the  peacemakers :  for  they  shall  be 
called  the  children  of  God.  Blessed  are  they  which  are 
persecuted  for  righteousness*  sake :  for  their's  is  Uie  king- 
dom  of  heaven.  Blessed  are  ye,'ewhen  men  shall  revile  you, 
and  pa'secute  you,  and  say  aU  manner  of  evil  against  you, 
for  my  sake."  "  And  blessed  is  he  who  shall  not  be  offen- 
ded in  me."  In  Matthew,  the  24th  chapter,  and  46th  verse, 
he  teaches  and  enforces  the  necessity  of  watchfulness  and 
constant  obedience  to  duty,  and  the  improvement  of  our 
talents  in  serving  God,  and  leading  obedient  lives.  And  he 
says,  '^  Blessed  is  that  servant,  whom  his  lord  when  he 
oometh  shall  find  so  doing.  In  the  11th  chapter  of  Liike 
and  27th  verse,  we  read  that  ''a  certain  woman  of  the 
company  lifted  up  her  voice,  and  said  unto  him.  Blessed  is 
the  womb  that  bare  thee,  and  the'  paps  which  thou  hast 
sucked."  But  Jesus  said, — "  Yea  rather,  blessed  are  they 
that  hear  the  word  of  God,  a|id  keep  it."  In  Luke,  the 
14th  chapter  and  12th  verse,  he  teaches  men  that  when 
they  make  a  feast  they  were  not  to  call  the  rich,  nor  their 
relations,  who  had  need  of  nothing ;  but  the  poor  and  the 
maimed,  the  lame  and  the  blind,  who  have  nothing  where- 
with to  support  them.  And  he  adds  : — "  And  thou  shalt 
be  blessed ;  for  they  cannot  recompense  thee  :  for  thou  shalt 
be  recompensed  at  the  resurrection  of  the  just."  In  John, 
the  Idth  chapter,  Christ  teaches  us  humility  by  washing  his 
disciples'  feet.  And  after  having  given  us  this  example,  and 
said  to  his  disciples,  "  Know  ye  what  I  have  done  unto  you  t" 
he  adds,  at  the  17th  verse,  "  If  ye  know  these  things,  happy 
are  ye  if  ye  do  them."  And  James,  when  speaking  against 
people  who  hear  the  word,  and  do  not  obey  it,  men  who 
ne\%K  correct  their  faults,  exhorts  and  encourages  men  to  be 
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doers  of  the  word,  and  not  hearers  only,  deceiyin^  themsel  v 
saying  they  shall  be  blessed  in  their  deed. 

Thus  Christ  and  his  apostles  unite  together,  thraugha 
the  whole  of  the  New  Testament,  to  pronounce  a  blessui 
not  on  men  whose  opinions  are  orthodox,  or  who  conform  ; 
prevailing  ceremonies,  and  the  teachings  of  existing^  priesi 
hoods,  but  on  those  men  who  accept  Jesus  as  their  ^ui'dc 
their  governor,  and  their  saviour ;  and  who,  receiving  Grod ' 
truth  at  his  lips,  cherish  it  in  their  hearts,  who  receive  Grod  'c 
law  into  their  minds,  and  reduce  it  to  practice  in  their 
lives. 

In  accordance  with  this  view  of  the  question,  we  find  that 
Jesus  Christ,  when  people  came  to  ask  what  they  should  do 
to  inherit  eternal  life,  naturally  directs  those  who  were  not 
believers,  to  begin  with  believing  in  him.     "  What  shall  we 
do,"  said  the  Jews,  "  that  we  might  work  the    works  of 
God  1  "  And  Jesus  answered,  "  This  is  the  work  of  God, 
that  ye  believe  on  him  whom  he  hath  sent.**     But  when 
persons  did  believe,  and  said,  "  Good  teacher,  what  shall  we 
do,  that  we  may  have  eternal  life.'*     Jesus  directed  them  to 
keep  the  commandments — "  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy 
God  with  all  thy  heart,  and  thy  neighbour  as  thyself.'*    And 
when  the  lawyer  came,  tempting  Christ,  under  profession  of 
being  desirous  of  instruction,  and  said,  "  Master,  what  shall  I 
do  to  inherit  eternal  life  1 "  Jesus  g^ve  him  the  same  answer. 
"  He  said  unto  him,  What  is  written  in  the  law  1  how  read- 
est  thou  ?  and  he  answering  said,  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord 
thy   God    with    all    thy    heart,    and  ,with   all   thy  soul, 
and  with  all  thy  strength^  and   with  all  thy  mind;  and 
thy  neighbour  as  thyself.     And  he  said  unto  him,  Thou 
hast  answered  right ;  this  do,  and  thou   shalt  live."    He 
then  gave  him  the  parable  of  the  good  Samaritan  to  illus- 
trate what  love  requires  ;  and  then,  after  giving  that  beauti- 
ful exemplification  of  the  spirit  of  charity,  he  said,  "  Go  thou 
and  do  likewise."      And  on  this  simple  condition  Jesus 
promised  the  eternal  life  which  he  professed  to  seek. 

We  are  told  that  we  must  believe  in  Christ,  and  have  a 
right  faith,  in  order  to  be  Christians.  We  agree  to  this ;  but 
the  question  is.  What  is  a  right  faith — a  New  Testament 
faith  ?  What  is  that  faith  in  Jesus  which  the  New  Testa- 
ment requires  of  us  1  Is  it  to  trust  in  Christ's  merits  ?  Is 
it  to  believe  in  the  Trinity  ? — in  the  universality  of  h^edi-^ 
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tary  depravity  1 — in  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  to  justice  by 
the  death  of  Christ  ?     We  will  not  answer,  No ;  but  ask 
you  to  go  to  the  New  Testament  for  yourselves,  and  look  at 
the  New  Testament  teachings  on  these  subjects  ;  and  so 
leave  you  to  answer,  Yfes,  or  No,  as  your  own  consciences 
shall  prompt  you  to  do.     I  shall  refer  you  to  a  few  passages 
where  the  faith  which  is  required  of  us  is  spoken  of ;  and 
you  shall  see  for  yourselves  whether  a  belief  in  Jesus  as  the 
Christ  is  not  the  true  New  Testament  faith  ?     Take,  first, 
the  20th  chapter  of  John's  Gospel,  ver.  30,  31 ,  *'  And  many 
other  signs  truly  did  Jesus  in  the  presence  of  his  disciples, 
which  are  not  written  in  this  book  :  but  these  are  written, 
that  ye  might  believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of 
God  ;   and  that  believing  ye  might  have  life  through  his 
name."     Here  you  see  the  signs  recorded  in  the  New  Tes 
tament  are  recorded,  not  to  convince  you  of  the  truth  of  the 
Trinity— -of  three  co-equal,  co-eternal  persons  in  one  God- 
head ;  are  not  written  to  prove  the  notion  that  Jesus  is  the 
supreme  God,  or  God  the  Son  ;  are  not  written  to  prove  to 
us  that  Jesus  was  required  to  give  up  his  life  in  satisfaction 
to  his  Father's  justice  ;  b\it  they  are  written  to  convince  us 
that  Jesus  is  the  Christ — the  Messiah — the  person  appointed 
and  anointed  by  God  to  be  the  teacher  and  Saviour  of  man- 
kind.    He  who  believes  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ,  has  the 
faith  the  New  Testament  was  intended  to  produce  ;  for  the 
signs  therein  recorded  were  written  "  that  ye  might  believe 
that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God  ;  and  that,  believing 
in  this  simple  way,  ye  might  have  life  through  his  name." — 
We  are  told  that  we  must  receive  every  word  which  God 
has  spoken  ;  and  that  we  must  not  attempt  to  evade  the 
force  of  God's  word  by  philosophical  speculation  or  hyper- 
criticism.     Well,  then,  here  are  some  plain  words  ;  and  they 
tell  us  that  the  Gospel  was  written  that  we  might  believe 
'that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God  ;  and  that  believing 
in  this  simple,  heterodox  way,  we  might  have  life  in  his  name. 
We  have  another  illustration  of  this  point  in  the  8th  chapter 
of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  where  we  read  that  Philip  had 
been  directed  to  go  and  visit  a  eunuch  on  his  journey.     He 
went,  and  conversed  with  him  about  Jesus  Christ,  and  the 
eunuch  was  convinced  of  the  truth  of  what  Philip  taught. 
He  believed  in  Jesus,  and  wished  to  be  received  by  baptism 
into  the  number  of  his  disciple^.     "  And  as  they  went  on 
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their  way,  they  came  unto  a  certain  water :  and  the  eunucli 
said,  See,  here  is  water ;  what  doth  hinder  me   to   be  bap- 
tized ?     And  Philip  said,  If  thou  belie  vest  with  all   thine 
heart,  thou  mayest.'*     Now  mark  what  the  eunuch  saya   in 
reply.    I  wish  you  to  pay  particular  attention  to  this  case.      T 
wish  you  to  see  exactly  what  kind  of  confession  it  is  that  the 
eunuch  makes ;  what  kind  of  faith  it  is,  that  Philip  regards 
as  sufficient.     Well,  then,  what  does  the  eunuch  say  ?>-— 
"  The   eunuch  answered  and   said,   I   believe   that    Jesus 
Christ  is  the  Son  of  God  j"  or  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the 
Son  of  God.     And  what  does  Philip  say,  in  reply  ?     We 
/     know  what  some  people  would  have  said  in  our  day,  if  the 
eunuch  had  given  them  such  an  answer.     They  would  havB 
said,  "  Well,  iriend,  that  is  all  very  good  so  far  as  it  goes  ; 
but  it  does  not  go  far  enough.     It  is  right  that  you  should 
believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ ;  but,  mark  you  !  you  must 
believe,  too,  that  he  is  the  supreme  GK>d.     And  not  only 
that,  but  that  the  Holy  Spirit,  of  which  you  have  not  yet 
heard,  perhaps,  is  supreme  God  as  well.     You  must  believe 
that  there  are  three  co-equal,  co-eternal  persons  in  the  god- 
head ;  and  until  you  believe  that,  you  are  not  prepared  for 
baptism.     Then  again,  my  friend,  are  you  convinced  of  your 
guilt  and  <iepravity,  that  you  were  naturally  depraved,  bom 
totally  corrupt,  under  the  vnrath  of  God,  and  the  guilt  of 
Adam's  sin — utterly  depraved — ^indisposed  to  all  that  is  good 
— and  irresistibly  prone  to  all  that  is  evil  ?     Do  you  under- 
stand that  the  object  of  Christ's  death  was  to  satisfy  divine 
justice — not  merely  to  make  people  wise  and  good  ?    And 
are  you  aware  that  the  only  ground  on  which  God  fonjives 
men  is  the  satisfaction  of  his  justice  which  he  received  by 
the  death  of  Christ ;  and  that  unless  you  trust  in  Christ's 
merits  alone  for  acceptance  and  eternal  life,  you  are  doomed 
to  eternal  torments  ?     Do  you  understand  this  ?    You  say 
you  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  Son  of  God  :  but  that  is 
only  an  intellectual  assent  to  an  historical  matter  of  fact.    It 
is  but  a  vague  and  common  belief.     Even  the  Unitarians  and 
heretics  believe  that.     You  are  lost  if  you  believe  nothing 
more.'*     That  would  have  been  the  way  in  which  the  reply 
of  the  eunuch  would  have  been  met  by  many  now-a-days  : 
and  unless  he  had  gone  a  few,  aye,  a  thousand  steps  farther 
than  simple  Christianity  would  carry  him,  he  must  have  been 
shut  out  of  the  church :  and  it  is  weU  that  those  who  keep 
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^  the  keys  of  the  church  have  not  the  keys  of  Heaven,  or  he 
would  have  been  shut  out  of  heaven  as  well.  But  what  does 
Philip  say  ]  Poor  Philip  had  been  at  no  theological  institu- 
tion— ^he  had  spent  no  long  years  at  college — ^he  had  received 
no  Athanasian  drilling.  He  lived  before  orthodoxy  canje  up. 
He  understood  nothing  but  simple  Christianity,  and  he  held 
it  in  all  its  native  purity,  before  it  had  been  corrupted,  per- 
verted, disfigured,  and  all  but  destroyed  by  its  professed 
teachers  and  advocates.  Poor  Philip  was  as  perfect  a  heretic 
aB  any  man  need  to  be,  according  to  prevailing  notions ;  and 
taking  the  eunuch's  confession  of  faith  to  be  good — never 
dreaming  that  it  was  defective — ^they  went  both  down  into 
the  water,  and  he  baptized  him  ;  and  when  they  came  up, 
the  eunuch  was  allowed  to  go  on  his  way  rejoicing,  under 
the  impression  that  he  had  the  true  faith,  and  ws^  now  a 
real  Christian.  What  a  pity  that  this  simple  kind  of  faith, 
and  this  Scriptural  mode  of  conversion  are  not  considered 
sufficient  in  our  days. 

In  the  Ist  epistle  of  John,  the  5th  chap.,  and  the  1st  ver., 
we  have  another  striking,  plain,  and  direct  testimony  to  th» 
correctness  of  this  view  of  New  Testament  faith  which  I 
have  given  you : — ^**  Whosoever  believeth  that  Jesus  is  the 
Christ,  is  bom  of  God."  And  in  the  4th  ver.  it  is  added, 
*'  For  whatsoever  is  bom  of  God  overcometh  the  world  :  and 
this  is  the  victory  that  overcometh  the  world,  even  our 
faith."  "  Who  is  he  that  overcometh  the  world,"  says  John 
in  the  .5th  verse,  '^  but  he  that  believeth  that  Jesus  is  the 
Son  of  God  ?"  Here  you  see  that  a  belief  that  Jesus  "  is 
the  Christ"  in  the  1st  ver.,  and  a  belief  that  Jesus  '<  is  the 
Son  of  God,"  in  the  5th,  are  one  and  the  same  thing.  And 
that  this  "  faith,"  in  the  4th  ver.,  is  called  "  our  faith,"—- the 
faith  of  the  Apostles  and  early  Christians  ;  the  faith  by 
which  they  were  bom  of  God  ;  by  which  they  were  enabled 
to  overcome  the  world,  and  live  in  love  to  God  and  to  their 
feUow-men  ;  and  by  which  they  were  prepared  for  everlasting 
£fe.  I  know  a  person  may  say,  But,  will  merely  believing 
Jesus  to  be  the  Christ,  make  men  approved  of  God  and 
happy  ?  T  say.  No  ;  they  must  both  believe  and  act  accor- 
ding to  their  belief.  If  I  ask  my  opponent.  Will  merely  con- 
fessing that  Jesus  came  in  the  fiesh  make  men  approved  of 
God  and  happy  1  I  have  no  doubt  he  would  answer.  No  ; 
there  must  be  a  sincere  and  consistent  heart  and  life.    Just 
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He  never  says  he  was  anointed  to  any  thing  else.  Me 
anointed,  then,  as  the  great  teacher,  deliverer,  guide, 
saviour  of  mankind. 

I  was  about  to  give  you  my  views  on  the  atonement, 
reoondliation,  and  the  like  :  but  this  I  must  defer,  a»  tny 
time  is  passing  on  ;  and  shall  briefly  notice  some  of  the  things 
advanced  by  my  opponent. 

He  says,  a  Christian  is  one  who  believes  in  the  doctrines 
which  God  has  revealed  in  the  Christian  dispensation.     Very 
true.     He  is  one  who  beUeves  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ ;  and 
as  Christ  was  the  teacher  of  God's  words,  of  course  he  be- 
believes  the  doctrines  of  Christ. 

He  says,  Christians  are  frequently  called  beUevers.  Veiy 
true.  But  their  belief,  or  faith,  is  a  simple  belief  that 
Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God. 

He  says,  it  is  a  belief  in  the  Gospel.     True.     But  what 
is  the  Gospel  ?     What  is  the  Gospel  that  Paul  preached  ? 
Was  it  modem  orthodoxy  1     Paul  says,  "  Moreover,  bre- 
thren, I  declare  unto  you  the  Gospel  which  I  preached  unto 
you,  which  also  ye  have  received,  and  wherein  ye  stand ;  by 
which  also  ye  are  saved,  if  ye  keep  in  memory  what  I 
preached  unto  you,  unless  ye  have  believed  in  vain.    For  I 
delivered  unto  you  first  of  all  that  which  I  also  received." 
And  what  had  he  received  ?     Three  persons  in  one  God  ?  or 
the  Athanasian  creed  ?     Nay,  but  this  :  "  How  that  Christ 
died  for  our  sins  according  to  the  Scriptures ;  and  that  he 
was  buried,  and  that  he  rose  again  the  third  day  according  to 
the  Scriptures  :  and  that  he  was  seen  of  Cephas,  then  of  the 
twelve  :  after  that,  he  was  seen  of  above  five  hundred  bre- 
thren at  once  ;  of  whom  the  greater  part  remain  unto  the 
present,  but  some  are  fallen  asleep." 

He  tells  us,  that  faith  should  be  joined  with  a  humble, 
teachable,  triith-loving  disposition.  True.  But  the  Chris- 
tian is  only  humble  in  this  sense,  that  he  submits  to  God 
only,  not  to  man. 

He  says^  a  man,  previous  to  believing,  is  conscious  of  his 
guilt  — I  say,  all  are  not  guilty  before  they  become  Chris- 
tians. We  read  of  many  that  were  righteous  when  Christ 
came,  who  needed  no  repentance.  Of  this  class  appear  to 
have  been  the  eunuch  that  I  have  just  read  of ;  and  Cor- 
nelius, a  devout  man,  whose  prayers  and  alms  had  already 
come  up  with  acceptance  before  God  ;, together  with  many 
righteous  Jews. 
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He  flays,  unbelievers  are  proud,  wise  above  what  is  writ- 
ten* Ans, — There  are  some  believers,  so  called,  who  are  not 
very  humble,  but  who  are  wise,  if  not  above  what  is  written, 
helou  what  is  vnitten. 

He  says,  there  are  some  who  are  either  fatally  deceived, 
or  are  impostors  ;  and  that  they  have  pride  of  heart  in  un- 
belief.— If  there  is  any  personal  allusion  in  this,  I  pass  it  by, 
and  simply  say,  that  some  do  not  believe  because  they  have 
not  heard  ;  and  as  Paul  says, — "  How  shall  they  believe  in 
him  of  whom  they  have  not  heard  ?"  Some  are  unbelievers 
for  want  of  better  instruction,  because  they  have  none  to  teach 
them  the  simple  truth  as  taught  by  Christ.  Some  may  not 
Wieve  through  strong,  and  perhaps  unavoidable,  preju- 
dices ;  as  was  the  case  with  the  disciples  themselves,  for 
example,  in  the  first  instance. 

He  says,  it  was  pride  and  perversity  of  heart  that  preven-^ 
ted  Paul  so  long  firom  beHeving  on  Christ.-— Paul  does  not 
say  so  ;  but  he  does  say  it  was  ignorance  ;  and  that  he  ob- 
tained mercy  because  he  did  it  in  ignorance.  He  says  he 
truly  thought  he  ought,  in  duty  to  God,  to  do  many  things 
against  Christ.  And  he  also  tells  us  that  he  lived  in  all 
good  conscience  up  to  that  time,  serving  God  faithfully,  and 
Bving  according  to  his  light.  And  God  appears  to  have 
revesded  his  Son  to  him,  and  chosen  him  to  be  the  teacher  of 
he  Gospel  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  on  account  of  his  pre-« 
vious  fidelity  as  a  Jew.  He  appears  to  have  believed  as 
soon  as  evidence  presented  itself. 

He  says,  a  Christian  does  not  reject  any  doctrines  of 
Christ  because  they  are  not  important. — There  are  no  doc- 
trines of  Christ  that  are  unimportant,  and  I  never  heard  of  a 
person  rejecting  any  doctrines  of  Christ,  because  they  consi- 
dered them  unimportant.  But  he  says,  some  reject  the 
miraculous  conception,  because  it  is  an  unimportant  doctrine. 
I  think  not ;  I  cannot  believe  it.  I  never  heard  of  any  one 
rejecting  the  doctrine  on  that  account. 

He  says,  a  Christian  receives  all  that  God  reveals. — True. 
But  he  does  not  always  receive  men's  report  of  what  God 
reveals ;  nor  men's  interpretations  of  God's  revelations. 

He  says,  a  Christian  does  not  reject  doctrines  because  they 
are  mysterious. — True.  A  man  always  believes  God  to 
speak  what  is  true,  of  course,  whether  he  understands  what 
it  means  or  not.     But  nothing  that  is  revealed  is  a  mystery. 
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Revelation  and  mystery  are  opposites.  A  truth  may  be 
mysterious  before  it  is  revealed  ;  but  when  a  truth  is  once 
revealed,  the  mystery  is  gone  for  ever.  If  it  be  called  a 
mystery  afterwards,  it  is  only  called  so  in  reference  to  what 
it  had  been.  That  which  was  a  mystery,  ceases  to  be  a 
mystery  after  the  revelation.  Mystery  and  revelation,  I  re- 
peat, are  opposites. 

He  says,  a  Christian  does  not  think  himself  wiser  than 
the  Bible. — IVue.  But  some  Christians  have  got  a  great 
deal  of  wisdom  that  never  had  a  place  in  any  Bible  that 
God  ever  had  any  thing  to  do  with.  And  though  a  Chris- 
tian may  not  be  wiser  than  the  Bible,  he  may  think  that  he 
is  wiser  than  some  translations  and  interpretations  of  the 
Bible.  I  would  ask  William  Cooke  whether  he  does  not 
think  himself  wiser  than  some  translators,  and  some  inter- 
preters ?  And  if  he  sets  me  that  example,  why  should  I 
not  follow  it  ? 

He  says,  a  Christian  believes  all  that  God  declares  in  his 
word,  however  incomprehensible. — True  ;  and  all  that  he 
declares  in  other  ways  :  but  he  does  not  believe  all  men's 
versions  or  interpretations  of  what  God  declares. 

He  says,  the  Gospel  never  professes  that  its  revelations 
are  all  plain. — I  answer,  yes ;  revealed  even  to  babes,  though 
the  wise  and  prudent,  the  college-bred  people,  could  not 
always  comprehend  them.  But  some  things,  which  were  very 
plain,  were  still  hard  to  be  understood  in  consequence  of  the 
strange  prejudices  which  were  purposely  drilled  into  them 
by  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  who  locked  the  door  of  know- 
ledge instead  of  opening  it ;  and  would  neither  enter  them- 
selves into  the  temple  of  truth,  nor  suffer  others  to  go  in 
that  were  wishful  to  enter.  The  things  which  the  first  dis- 
ciples did  not  understand  were  plain  things ;  such  as 
Christ's  death  and  resurrection,  and  the  c^ling  of  the 
Gentiles. 

He  says,  quoting  Paul,  "  great  is  the  mystery  of  godli- 
ness."— But  if  he  had  read  the  passage  through,  you  would 
.  have  seen  that  the  things  referred  to  in  the  text,  are  no  mys- 
teries now.  Although  they  axe  spoken  of  as  mystejious,  they 
are  things  which  a  child  can  understand.  What  are  they  ? 
"  God  was  manifest  in  the  flesh," — a  simple,  rational,  mani- 
fest truth  J  God  who  was  manifest  first  through  the  natural 
world,  was  afterwards  "  manifest  in  the  flesh,  in  the  man 
A*/ 
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Christ  Jesus,  who  was  justified  in  the  spirit,  seen  of  angels, 
preached  unto  the  Gentiles,  believed  on  in  the  worid,  re- 
ceived up  into  glory," — there  is  not  a  mystery  about  the 
whole. 

He  says,  he  who  rejects  what  God  reveals  is  under  a  car- 
nal mind,  and  cannot  be  a  Christian. — True  ;  if  the  subjects 
rejected  from  belief  are  of  God's  revelation.  But  sometimes 
people  reject  the  truth  in  mistake  ;  or  they  reject  only  that 
which  itself  springs  from  a  carnal  mind — a  human  invention. 
There  were  many  things  spoken  by  my  opponent,  which 
did  not  bear  upon  the  point  in  discussion  ;  some  were  true, 
some  not  true ;  but  none  of  them  nefed  special  notice.  I 
must  now  proceed  rapidly  to  notice  otl\er  things  which  did 
bear  a  little  upon  the  question. 

My  opponent  says,  a  Christian's  faith  may  not  embrace 
every  doctrine  of  Christ,  because  all  doctrines  may  not  be 
known  to  the  Christian,  but  he  embraces  all  that  is  known 
to  be  revealed  by  God's  word  ;  and,  secondly,  is  prepared 
to  receive  all  other  truths  when  they  shall  hecome  known.— 
Very  true.  An  excellent  principle.  I  wish  it  were  univer- 
sally believed  and  acted  upon  by  all  professing  Christians. 
We  should  have  a  much  better  church,  and  more  of  the 
spirit  of  Christian  charity,  that  would  prepare  the  way  for 
the  illumination  and  conversion  of  the  world.  A  love  for 
truth,  a  belief  of  all  that  is  known,  a  desire  to  know  all 
God's  truth,  a  readiness  to  receive  it  when  it  is  understood, 
obedience  to  all  we  know,  and  a  readiness  to  obey  every 
other  portion  of  God's  will  as  soon  as  understood,  is  every 
thing  ;  and  happy  will  it  be  for  the  world  when  Christiana 
shall  properly  understand  and  act  on  this  principle. 

He  says,  a  heretic  is  not  an  infidel,  but  one  who  holds 
the  truth  in  part,  and  rejects  it  in  part.  But  he  told  us  that 
all  were  infidels  or  unbelievers  who  rejected  any  truth 
revealed  by  God  ;  and  therefore  a  ^heretic,  according  to  his 
own  showing,  is  an  infidel.  Biit  the  heretics  mentioned  in 
Scripture  were  all  bad  men,  self-convicted,  sellers  of  their 
doctrine,  carnal,  deceitful,  followers  of  Balaam,  loving  the 
wages  of  unrighteousness,  prophesying  for  a  reward,  men 
whose  God  was  their  belly,  who  minded  earthly  things, 
whose  glory  was  their  shame.  And  these  persons,  if  not 
infidels,  were  worse  than  infidels. 

He  savs,  a  Christian  is  to  retain  the  faith  which  he  fint 


50 

receives. — True.  But  not  always  the  opinions  which  he 
first  receives.  Else  how  should  we  get  Papists  to  become 
Church  of  England  men,  and  how  will  you  get  Church  of 
England  men  to  become  dissenters.  And  how  will  you  get 
Calvinists  to  become  Methodists,  and  how  will  you  get  the 
Wesleyan  Methodists  to  become  New  Connexionists,  if  men 
are  never  to  change  their  opinions.  We  ought  all  to  hold 
fast  our  faith  and  profession  without  wavering  ;  but  we 
oup^ht  carefully  to  distinguish  between  faith  and  opinion. 
^  He  says,  we  are  to  hold  fast  the  form  of  sound  words. 
And  we  say  the  same. 

But  the  apostle  adds,  even  the  words  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ.  Why  did  not  my  opponent  quote  the  whole  sen- 
tence ?  Why  did  he  leave  out  the  very  words  which  were 
necessary  to  explain  the  whole  sentence.  It  is  the  words  of 
Christ,  then,  that  we  are  to  hold  fast.  And  what  did  those 
words  teach  ?  A  Trinity  in  unity  ?  natural,  total  depravity  1 
Ko  such  thing.  /  say,  "  hold  fast  the  form  of  sound  words," 
but  let  them  be  "the  words  of  Jesus  Christ." 

He  says,  the  cause  of  heresy,  according  to  Paul,  was  con- 
tempt of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  We  say  nay  ;  but  covetous- 
ness,  licentousness,  &c. 

He  says,  Christian  truth,  as  held  by  orthodox  Christians, 
supports  people  in  affliction  and  death.  We  answer,  the 
support  afforded  to  the  souls  of  people  in  sickness  and  deatli, 
is  not  afforded  by  those  ortho4ox  notions  which  we  oppose, 
but  those  great  doctrines  which  we  acknowledge  to  be  Christian 
truth.  The  views  which  we  hold  and  advocate  have  power 
to  strengthen  and  support  the  mind,  ^fn  our  own  experience, 
and  in  that  of  many  others,  we  liave  proved  that  the  simple 
doctrines  of  Christ,  without  regarding  the  additions  and 
corruptions  of  men,  that  the  simple  Christian  truths  which 
we  unfold,  can  enable  people  to  meet  the  fiercest  opposition, 
to  endure  the  bitterest  persecution,  and  to  pass  through  the 
most  exaggerated  reproaches,  with  calmness  and  cheerfulness. 
It  can  cheer  them  on  the  sick  bed,  it  can  gladden  the  heart 
in  the  hour  of  dissolution,  arid  even  under  the  most  awful 
calamities  to  which  man  can  be  subjected,  in  cases  of  acci- 
dent,  when  limb  is  torn  from  limb,  it  can  still  support  the 
soul  in  all  its  steadfastness,  without  help  from  any  of  the 
forms  of  false  and  corrupt  orthodoxy.  (Loud  hissinjg  and 
applause.)     We  had  a  proof  of  this  very  lately,  where  a 
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young  man  got  entangled  in  some  machinery,  and  had  his 
leg  so  torn  to  pieces,  that  it  had  to  be  amputated  close  to  the 
body.  The  ligature  afterwards  broke  ;  and  he,  after  much 
suffering,  passed  last  night  into  his  rest  in  heaven-  While 
he  lay  suffering,"  his  heart  was  calm,  and  peaceful,  and  joyous. 
He  was  not  only  calm  and  pontented,  but  glad  and  joyous, 
and  full  of  glory.  "  Tell  Joseph,"  he  said,  '*  to  come  and 
see  me,  if  I  am  alive,"  for  I  would  have  him  to  see  that  the 
religion  which  he  has  taught,  and  which  I  have  professed 
and  followed  in  health,  can  support  men  under  the  most 
agonizing  suffering,  and  in  the  prospect  of  a  painful  death. 
I  contend  therefore,  that  what  some  are  pleased  to  call  her- 
esy and  blasphemy,  but  which  I  call  simple  Christian  truth 
as  it  is  in  Jesus,  is  able  to  support  the  soul  under  the  seve- 
rest ills  to  which  the  human  frame  is  liable. 

He  says,  that  some  people  declaim  against  excitement. 
We  do  not.  We  believe  that  love  is  joined  with  feeling  ; 
but  the  grand  proof  that  man  loves  God  is,  when  he  keeps 
his  commandments. 

He  says,  I  deny  that  Christ  came  in  the  flesh  ;  and  that 
I  therefore  make  God  a  liar,  and  am  no  Christian.  It  is  a 
falsehood.  I  do  not  deny  that  Christ  came  in  the  flesh,  I 
believe  it  most  firmly. 

He  says,  Christ  was  bom  of  a  virgin.  That  I  do  not 
believe.     But  that  will  be  discussed  in  its  own  time. 

He  says,  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ  from  his  birth.  There 
is  no  such  doctrine  in  the  teachings  of  the  Saviour.  But 
the  subject  will  be  considered  at  the  proper  time,  and  we 
shall  then  see  whether  there*  is  any  sufficient  testimony  m 
support  of  it. 

He  says,  Christ  was  without  sin,  and  that  I  deny  it.  It 
is  a  falsehood.  I  do  no  such  thing.  See  "  Christian," 
No.  19. 

He  says,  "  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word 
was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was  God,"  and  that  therefore 
Christ  is  God,  I  disbelieve  this.  The  record  is  simply 
this, '  that  the  Word  was  God,  and  that  the  Word  dwelt  in 
flesh  ;  but  not  that  Christ  is  God.  I  say  he  was  a  man  in 
whom  the  Godhead  dwelt. 

He  says,  Christ's  death  was  a  propitiation  or  atonement 
for  our  sins.     I  do  not  altogether  deny  that ;  but  I  say  that 
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what  is  true  in  the  doctrine  is,  that  he  died    to  clean:! 
from  our  sins,  and  not  to  satisfy  divine  justice. 

My  p-eat  principle  is,  that  he  is  a  C'hristian  -who  beli 
that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  and  yields  obedience  to  his  SLutho 
He  opposes  this  ;  and  says  no  one  is  a  Christian  bu; 
who  believes  that  Christ  is  God  the  Son,  is  God.  hirrn 
]  le  also  proposes  to  prove  by  Scripture  the  miraculous  c 
oeption  of  Jesus.  And  I  say  that,  taking  the  langasige 
Scripture  as  our  guide,  we  shall  prove  that  Jesus  is  the  S 
of  man,  the  Son  of  Joseph,  the  Son  of  the  carpenter.  A^ 
this  I  shall  prove  by  the  testimony  of  Christ  himself^  whit 
will  continue  when  all  human  traditions  and  inventions  hai 
passed  away. 

I  have  now  finished  my  time,  and  my  reply  to  Williat 
Cooke.  I  conclude  as  I  began,  by  stating  that  I  ask  fo 
nothing  but  a  patient  hearing,  and  a  calm  and  thorougl 
consideration  of  the  statements  that  have  been  advanced. 
(Loud  applause.) 

After  a  pause,  Mr.  Barker  rose  and  said, — The  subject 
for  to  morrow  night  is  the  Atonement — Reconciliation  ;  and 
then,  after  that,  the  Trinity. 


SECOND  NIGHT. 

WEDNESDAY,  AUGUST  20,  1845. 

The  Lecture  Room  was  again  crowded  this  evening. 

Mr.  Cooke  was  first  on  the  platform.  He  was  received  with 
applause  by  his  friends. 

Mr.  Barter  followed  shortly  afterwards,  and  was  received 
in  a  similar  manner. 

The  Rev.  James  Pringle  again  sat  as  umpire ;  and  Mr. 
Grant  and  Dr.  Lees  as  chairmen  of  the  disputants. 

Mr,  Grant  first  rose  and  said  : — As  it  is  now  seven  o'clock, 
I  beg  leave  to  introduce  Mr.  Cooke  again  to  the  meeting-  to 
commence  the  discussion,  and  to  commence  it  at  perfect  liberty. 
There  was  an  announcement  made  last  night,  by  Mr.  Barker, 
which  was  not  in  perfect  order ;  but  as  it  is  now  withdrawn, 
I  shall  make  no  remark  upon  it.    Mr.  Cooke  will  now  address 
the  meeting  ;  but  before  he  commences,  let  me  again  entreat 
you  to  act  upon  the  same  principle  on  which  you  acted  last 
aight.     I  entreat  you  to  refrain  either  from  approbation  or 
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disapprobation  ;  but  to  let  the  discission  be  can*i^d  on  in  all 
fairness  ;  and  I  again  request  you  to  remember,  that  whatever 
the  one  party  approves  of,  the  other  will  disapprove  of,  as  a 
matter  of  course.  Therefore  let  peace  and  quiet  be  the  order 
of  the  evening. 

MR.  COOKE  then  rose  and  was  received  with  applause.  Ho 
gaid,  Mr.  Chairmen  I  shall  feel  obliged  if  our  friends  in  pass- 
ing along  the  aisles  would  be  as  quiet  as  possible.  My  voice 
is  not  very  strong  ;  and  I  desire  to  be  distinctly  heard  by  the 
whole  audience* 

My  Christian  Friends, — ^Before  I  proceed  to  continue  the  re- 
marks which  I  was  addressing  to  you  last  evening,  I  shall 
notice  some  parts  of  Mz,  Barker's  address,  said  to  be  in  reply 
to  mine.  The  speech  of  Mk.  Barker  appears  to  have  been 
made  up  chiefly  of  admissions,  of  mistakes,  and  of  sophisms. 
I"  say  it  was  made  up  partly  of  admissions. 

In  the  iirst  place,  my  definition  of  a  Christian  was  admitted 
by  Mr.  Barker,  if  I  understood  him  aright,  to  be  substantially 
correct.  And  although,  by  introducing  the  word  "  disciple,  * 
he  seemed  wishful  to  confine  its  meaning  as  low  as  possible, 
yet  he  soon  appeared  to  forget  himself,  and,  by  the  passages  he 
quoted,  raised  the  word  to  its  highest  import,  as  being  synony- 
mous with  "  sons  of  God,"  with  "  true  believers,"  with 
"  saints,"  and  with  those  who  are  "  bom  of  God  ;"  thus  ad- 
mitting that  I  was  perfectly  correct  in  determining  that  this 
discussion  was  as  to  the  question,  w^hat  is  a  "  true"  Christian. 

Mr.  Barker  also  admitted  the  truth  and  the  substantial  cor- 
rectness of  some  of  those  gi-eat  principles  of  faith  and  of  prac- 
tice, to  which  I  refeiTed,  which  I  laid  down,  and  which  1 
endeavoured  to  substantiate,  as  essentially  connected  with  the 
Christian.  It  is  true  that  he  afterwards  sought,  by  turns  of 
wit  and  by  sophisms,  to  neutralize  the  admissions  he  h^d 
made  :  but,  still,  those  admissions  are  there ;  and  when  this 
discussion  shall  terminate,  they  will  appear  in  print,  and  be 
read  by  a  discerning  public,  who  will  be  able  to  distinguish 
the  wheat  from  the  chaff,  and  to  recognise  those  great  prin- 
ciples which  I  laid  down  as'  the  just  criteria  of  the  reasonings 
I  adopted,  and  of  the  conclusions  to  which  I  came  :  and  I  fear 
not  the  result. 

Mr,  Barker's  speech  was  made  up  partly,  I  say,  of  mistakes. 
He  said  that  I  charged  him  with  denying  that  Christ  had  come 
in  the  flesh  ;  and  he  was  very  emphatic  in  stating, ''  that  is  a 
falsehood."  There  was  no  need  for  all  this  emphasis  ;  for  the 
fact  is,  I  did  not  make  the  charge  upon  Mr.  Barker.  I  did 
refer  to  the  heresy — the  ancient  heresy,  which  existed  in  the 
early  days  of  Christendom,  and  which  denied  that  Christ  came 
in  tne  flesh.  I  conceived  that  I  had  some  important  reasons 
weighing  with  me  to  notice  that  subject ;  and  my  reasons  were 
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the  following  :  Li  the  first  place.  I  did  not  know  but  Air 
ker  might,  ere  this,  have  proceeded  so  far  as  to  liave  saIo 
this  anti-Christian  delusion.  Certainly,  for  the  last  thrc 
four  years  his  changes  have  been  so  extensive  and  so  ra 
that  neither  I  nor  a  thousand  more  would  have  been  at 
surprised  had  he,  by  this  time,  denied  that  Christ  had  cc 
in  the  flesh ! 

[The  Chairmen  of  the  two  gentlemen  were  here  Jieard  to 
in  private  conversation.] 

Another  reason  is  this :  I  conceived  that  the  introduction 
that  subject  was  materially  connected  with  the  principle  invc 
red  in  our  discussion  of  what  is  a  Christian  ;  because  it 
well  known  that  there  were,  in  an  early  era  of  Christianity, 
sect,  calling  themselves  by  the  name  of  Christians,  who  di 
deny  the  reality  of  the  Saviour's  body — who  did  maintain  tha 
he  was  a  man  in  appearance  only,  and  not  in  reality  ;  and  i 
was  to  confront  those  speculators  that  the  Apostle  John  speak/ 
so  emphatically  and  so  decisively  with  regard  to  the  reality  oi 
our  Saviour's  bod^  in  the  first  chapter  of  his  first  epistle. 

[The  conversation  between  the  Chaii*men  had  continued  to 
this  moment,  and  Mr.  Grant  having  conveyed  some  intimation 
to  the  speaker,  Mr.  Cooke  proceeded.] 

It  is  thought  I  had  better  not  refer  to  what  M.  Barker  might 
possibly  think..^  There  will  be  no  objection,  I  suppose,  to  my 
referring  to  wnat  he  has  thought,  and  has  published.    It 
therefore  became  not  unimportant  or  uninteresting  to  me  to 
ascertain,  at  the  onset  of  the  discussion,  what  was  the  judg- 
ment of  inspired  men  with  regard  to  those  speculators :  and 
we  find  that  judgment  to  be,  not  that  they  were  Christians, 
although  they  held  the  doctrine  of  the  Messiahship  of  Christ, 
but  that  they  were  "deceivers  and  anti-Christ."    And  then, 
another  reason  is  this :  I  considered  that  there  was  no  very 
remote  resemblance,  in  some  of  Mr.  Barker's  principles,  to 
the  views  entertained  by  that  sect  to  which  I  have  referred. 
For  example,  both  Mr,  Barker  and  the  sect  I  refer  to  deny 
the  divine  authority  of  the  two  first  chapters  in  the  gospel 
according  to  St.  Luke.    And  though  there  is  a  difference  in 
this  respect,  that  Mr.  Barker  does  admit  the  human  nature  of 
Christ,  yet  in  order  to  establish  the  position  that  Christ  is  the 
son  of  Joseph,  he  rejects  the  two  chapters  to  which  I  have 
referred  ;  and  the  sect  to  which  I  have  referred  rejected  these 
two  chapters,  not  that  they  might  establish  the  doctrine  that 
Christ  was  not  miraculously  conceived,  but  to  establish  the 
doctrine  that  Christ  was  not  conceived  at  all;  that  Christ  had 
no  real  human  nature,  but  that  his  body  was  a  mere  phantom. 
And  then  this  ancient  sect  contended  that  they  were  Chris- 
tians as  strongly  as  Mr.  Barker  orany  of  his  adherents  contend 
for  the  title  Christian.    They  professed  to  beheve  that  Jesui 


55 

was  the  Messiah ;  they  professed  to  place  themselves  under 
his  instructions;  they  professed  that  their  faith  worked  by 
love ;  and  some  of  them  suflFered  death  as  martyrs  under  the 
Roman  persecutions  ;    yet  this  sect,    notwithstanding  their 

{professions  of  Christianity — notwithstanding  they  professed  to 
ove  the  Saviour — and  notwithstanding  their  recognition  of 
Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  were  denounced  by  the  apostle,  who 
lived  in  their  days,  as  being  anti-Christ  and  deceivers.  Be- 
sides, the  sect  to  which  I  refer  did  not  alter  the  gospel  out  of 
their  avowed  hatred  to  it,  but,  as  they  said,  out  of  love  for  the 
gospel.  They  desired  to  make  it  more  conformable  to  the 
prevailing  system  of  philosophy,  and  to  render  it  more  accept- 
able to  mankind  in  general.  And  it  is  a  remarkable  fact  that 
these  Gnostics  were  almost,  if  not  entirely,  the  only  heretics 
who  denied  the  miraculous  conception  from  the  days  of  the 
apostle  down  to  the  time  of  Joseph  Priestley ;  so  that  for  about 
a  thousand,  or  from  that  to  one  thousand  four  hundred 
years,  the  earth  was  not  trodden  by  a  man  who  held  the  name 
of  Christian,  and  denied  the  miraculous  conception,  until  the 
time  of  Joseph  Priestley,  that  changeling — that  learned,  but 
eccentric  man,  who,  while  he  denied  the  doctrine  of  the  mira- 
culous conception,  denied  the  existence  of  the  human  soul  ? 

The  second  mistake  which  Mr.  Barker  made  is  the  following : 
I  stated  that  some  persons  reject  a  doctrine,  and  then  allege 
that  it  is  unimportant.  Mr.  Barker  thinks  that  had  no  appli- 
cation to  himself.  Now  in  that  I  think  he  made  a  grievous 
mistake  ;  for  I  find  in  the  tract  issued  by  him  not  loug  since, 
entitled  "The  Miraculous  Conception  of  Jesus  Christ,"  that 
the  doctrine  is  therein  held  to  be  unimportant.  The  following 
is  the  passage: — "  It  has  been  a  great  evil  among  Christians, 
that  much  stress  has  been  laid  on  points  which  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  salvation  of  men,  and  the  great  doctrine  of 
immortality.  It  is  presumed  this  has  been  the  case  with  res- 
pect to  the  miraculous  conception  of  Christ.  If  it  be  a  fact,  it 
affects  no  other  subject  in  the  gospel,  it  is  of  no  importance  in 
Christianity.*'  This  is  the  instance  to  which  I  made  reference 
when  I  uttered  the  expression  last  evening — when  I  made  the 
statement  which  Mr.  Barker  has  subsequently  denied.  Now 
I  say  that  is  a  mistake ;  and  that  Mr.  Barker,  having  issued 
the  tract  containing  the  sentiment,  and  sent  it  out  among  the 
people  without  anything  like  a  sentence  correcting  this  false 
statement,  made  by  one  Uichard  Wright,  is  responsible  for  it : 
and  I  regard  the  sentiment  as  being  bona  fide  nis  sentiment, 
the  tract  being  sent  out  into  circulation  by  him  as  expressing 
the  sentiments  which  he  himself  entertained.  Forsootn,  then, 
it  follows  that  a  doctrine,  however  clearly  stated — however 
positively  asserted,  is,  because  it  be  deemed  not  important,  to 
he  rejected !     An  old  infidel  objection  1    and  as  sta,le  as  infi- 


5G 

delity  itself.  A  thousaiul  things  ivj>jate<l,  and  a  thousand  times 
n'fiit(*il.  Why,  it  \h  jn^t  siu-h  a  s(»)»hism  a»  Lloyd  Jones 
uttered,  whvii,  in  (Jobat«»  with  Mr.  Barker,  at  Oldham,  he 
said  (and  1  have  his  \v«ird«  bt-fore  me,  us"d  in  the  discussion) 
*'it  did  nut  matter  what  H?ntiments  people  held  as  to  doctrine  or 
^^oneral  truths  :  if  their  conduct  were  only  ri^ht,  that  was  all 
tliat  was  required."  But  the  hl'ssed  (iod  knows  infinitely 
better  than  Messrs.  Lloyd  Jones,  Richard  Wrig^ht,  or  Joseph 
Barker,  whether  a  right  faith  l)e  important  or  not.  With  a 
rifi:ht  faith  God  has  connected  his  approbation  and  everlasting 
liie.  With  unbelief,  God  has  connected  his  displeasure  and 
everlasting  death :  "He  that  belie veth  shall  be  saved  ;  but  he 
that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned."  It  has  always  been  the 
•object  of  Satan  to  persuade  men  that  there  is  no  importance  in 
faith — in  belief  in  God  ;  and  so  it  has  been,  also,  of  bis  agents. 
So  long  as  Satan  can  keep  men  in  unbelief,  he  keeps  men  from 
God,  from  pardon,  from  happiness,  from  heaven  ;  for  faith  ia 
4he  bond  of  union  with  God,  and  the  instrument  of  his  blessing. 
But  who,  I  would  ask,  gave  to  Mr.  Barker  a  right  and  au 
Authority  to  release  man  from  his  obligation  to  believe  in  any 
part  of  the  word  of  God  ?  Where  are  his  credentials  ?  Where 
the  proofs  of  his  commission  ?  This  sophism  will  not  sway 
the  judgment  of  a  Christian  audience.  The  sceptic  and  the 
Aemi-infidel  may  drink  it  down  with  avidity,  and  present  their 
congratulations  to  Mr.  Barker,  or  any  one  else,  for  his  zealous 
endeavours  to  relieve  them  from  the  duty  of  submission  to 
-God's  authority.  But  the  sober,  the  reflecting,  the  pious,  the 
faithful  part  of  the  community,  will  reject  the  principle  with 
disdain  and  contempt.  Men  will  see  that  whatever  God  reveals 
or  declares  as  a  truth,  they  are  bound  to  believe  ;  even  as 
they  are  bound  to  obey  what  God  may  command.  The  ques- 
tion lies  in  a  very  narrow  compass.  Can  Mr.  Barker  point 
to  a  single  passage  in  God*s  blessed  word  which  gives  a  man 
ihe  right  to  disbelieve  any  portion  of  God's  word  ?  Can  he 
bring  a  single  example  or  instance  in  which  the  Almighty  has 
Accepted  an  individual  into  his  favour,  while  wilfully  rejecting 
Any  portion  of  his  revealed  truth  ?  He  cannot — ^he  camiot.  1 
challenge  the  instance  to  be  ptpduoed.  His  boldness,  therefore, 
in  publishing  a  statement  like  this — that  a  truth,  being  unim- 
portant, may  be  rejected,  is,  in  my  estimation,  unwarrantable 
presumption — most  unwarrantable  presumption  ;  yes  !  and  as 
irrational  as  it  is  impious  :  and  both  the  impiety  and  infidelity 
become  the  more  deeply  aggi-avated  by  the  clearness  and  the 
fulness  with  which  the  doctrine  stands  declared  in  the  book  of 
God.  There  it  is  1  a  wayfaring  man  and  a  fool  need  not  err 
in  its  interpretation.  There  it  is— and  the  same  spirit  which 
dictated  the  truth,  has  declared—"  lie  that  believeth  not  God 
hath  made  him  a  liar." 
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There  is  another  mistake.  Yes,  I  will  call  it  a  mistake; — 
and  that  is  in  reference  to  Paul.  I  understood,  last  evening, 
what  I  never  understood  before — what  I  never  heard  advanced 
before  from  any  reasoner,  or  from  any  individual  with  whom 
I  was  ever  in  discourse, — ^that  God  converted  Paul  as  a  reward 
for  his  fidelity  under  the  Jewish  economy.  Why,  we  have 
heard  the  merits  of  the  Saviour  discarded,  it  is  true  ;  but  here 
we  have  the  merits  of  a  man  acknowledged  ;  the  merits  of  a 
man,  too,  unconverted  ;  and  the  merits  of  a  man,  too,  who 
combined  in  his  character  the  elements  of  pharisaical  pride  and 
of  bloody  persecution.  That  Paul  was  punctilious  and  rigid 
in  the  observance  of  Jewish  rites  and  pharisaical  customs, 
there  can  be  no^doubt :  but  who  ever  knew  of  pharisaical  prid« 
and  of  pharisaical  punctiliousness  commending,  a  man  to  God's 
approval,  and,  by  merit,  bringing  down  God's  favour  as  a 
matter  of  debt  ?  And.  who  ever  heard  an  individual,  whose 
career  was  like  that  of  Saul  previous  to  conversion,  represented 
as  having  been  so  faithful  as  to  deserve  God's  approval  and 
Saving  grace  ?  What  is  that  career,  as  exhibited  by  the  faith- 
ful and  graphic  pen  of  inspiration  ?  That  he  breathed  out 
threatenings  and  slaughter,  haling  men  and  women  to  prison, 
and  seeking  letters  from  the  High  Priest  to  spread  wider  the 
ravages  of  death  and  of  ruin.  And  what  is  the  picture  he 
gives  himself  of  his  own  state  ?    That  he  was  ^n  injurious 

gerson,  a  persecutor — that  he  was  a  bloody  persecutor — that 
e  was  a  blasphemer — ^that  he  was  the  chief  of  sinners  ;  and 
he  exhibits  himself  as  an  example  of  miraculous  mer<^  in  his- 
call  and  conversion,  and  not  as  an  instance  in  which  God  had 
just  redeemed  his  own  character  by  giving  what  was  due,^ 
namely,  his  grace  and  his  favour.  Now  I  call  this  a  mistake. 
I  will  put  that  construction  upon  it.  I  think,  that,  from  th© 
perturbation  of  his  mind  or  something  else,  Mr.  Barker  must 
not  have  been  in  a  right  state  for  expressing  his  sentiments ;. 
and  I  will  put  it  down  as  a  mistake.  (Hissing,  cries  of 
•*  order"  from  the  chairmen,  and  applause  ;  all  of  which  sub- 
sided, and  were  renewed.)  ^ 

Mr.  Grant. — This  is  very  improper.  It  is  a  gross  breach 
of  the  terms  on  which  you  are  admitted  here.  (Hear,  hear.) 
Your  character  requires  non-interference. 

Dr.  Lees. — Recollect  that  each  party  has  appointed  his  own 
chairman  ;  and  that  the  chairman  for  each  party  is  competent 
to  say  who  is  in  order,  and  who  is  out  of  order  :  and  it  is  not 
the  business  of  the  audience  to  perform  the  functions  of  chair- 
men. Now  I  trust  the  same  spirit  of  quietness  and  impar- 
tiality that  was  evmced  last  night,  will  characterize  this  and 
the  succeeding  nights  of  the  discussion.  Truth  does  not  need 
clamour.  It  only  wants  a  fair  hearing,  on  both  sides  ;  and 
that  must  decide  the  question. 
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Mr.  Cookb. — I  hope  there  will  bo  no  objection   to  gi^r^ 

trery  minute  of  time  that  is  lost  by  iuterruptlon. 
Dr.  Lsks. — Two  minutes. 
Mr.  Cookr. — Mr.  Barker's  speech  was  made   up^    in 

next  place,  of  Aophisms  ;  and  I  siiall  name  tliein. 

Sophism,  No.  1. — With  re;<ard  to  the  woman  of  Sama] 
Mr.  Barker  referred  to  the  woman  of  Samaria  as  being-  a  Chi 
tian  ;  and,  of  course,  a  propjr  example  to  this  assemb^ 
what  a  Christian  is.  But  I  ask,  where  is  the  evidence  oft 
conversion  of  the  woman  of  Samaria  ?  She  heard  the  Saviouj 
doctrine.  She  might  believe  theoretically  that  he  was  tl 
Messiah.  She  went  into  the  neighbouring  town — ^into  Sami 
ria,  and  said,  *^  Come  and  see  a  man  which  told  me  all  thin| 
that  ever  I  did.  Is  not  this  the  Christ  V  But  where  is  tJh 
evidence  of  her  Christian  c^xperience  and  her  conversion  t 
God  ?  And,  besides,  if  she  had  been  converted  to  God,  hen 
case  is  not  an  example  in  point.  For  how  can  a  poor  woman 
who  heard  one  Gospel  sermon — a  few  principles  of  the  Chris- 
tian religion — only  a  few — be  exhibited  before  a  Christian 
audience  as  a  fair  specimen  of  Christian  faith,  or  Christian 
experience,  or  Christian  practice  ? 

Sophism,  No.  2. — M^r.  Barker  referred  to  the  twelve  disciples 
at  Ephesus,  Acts  xix.  1 — 7  ;  and  he  endeavoured  to  make  the 
impression  tfcat  they  were  fair  specimens  of  what  Christians 
are  ; — specimens  of  Christians  in   sentiment — ^specimens  of 
Christians  in  experience  ;  and  he  tells  us  that  they  had  never 
heard  of  the  Holy  Ghost.    But  he  did  not  tell  you — ^for  it 
would  not  suit  his  purpose,  I  suppose — ^that  they  were  not 
disciples  of  Christ,  but  disciples  of  John.     Thej/  had  not  been 
baptized  in  the  name  of  Jesus  ;  and  it  is  evident,  from  their  not 
having  heard  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  they  could  not  have- 
been  instructed  in  the  principles  of  Christianity.    But  there 
is  another  view  to  take  of  this  case,  which  appears  to  make 
against  Mr.  Barker's  argument ;  for,  as  I  said  last  night, 
unbelief  consisted  not  in  the  want  of  information  with  regard 
to  a  doctrine,  but  in  the  rejection  of  a  doctrine  :  now  when  ^^ 
Holy  Ghost  was  made  known  to  these  men,  did  they  reject  it  ? 
They  believed  it :  and  they  were  baptized  in  the  name  of  the 
Saviour,  and  they  were  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost ;  and  then, 
in  their  experience  and  in  their  conduct,  they  became  living 
witnesses  of  his  personality  and  of  his  Godhead. 

Sophism,  No.  3. — A  reference  was  made  to  the  eunuch,  in 
Acts,  chapter  8,  verse  27  :  and  Mr.  Barker  appeared  wishful 
to  make  the  impression  that  the  eunuch  believed  nothing  more 
than  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah.  But  he  did  not  tell  us  three 
things  which  are  very  important  to  give  a  correct  aspect  to 
that  case.'  He  did  not  tell  us  that  the  eunuch  was  just  return- 
ing from  the  temple  in  Jerusalem,  where  he  had  been  present- 
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ing  oblations  io  God,  and  thus  recognized  his  consciousness  of 
guilt,  and  his  need  of  a  vicarious  atonement  for  that  guilt.  He 
did  not  tell  you,  either,  that  the. eunuch  was  reading  a  certain 
part  of  Scripture  which  had  a  very  immediate  connexion 
with  the  object  of  his  visit  to  Jerusalem,  and  also  a  happy 
connexion  with  the  instructions  of  Philip.  What  was  the 
eunuch  reading  ?  That  delightful  portion  of  Scripture  con- 
tained in  the  63rd  chapter  of  Isaiah,  where  it  is  said  that  "  H« 
was  wounded  for  our  transgressions,  and  he  was  bruised  for 
our  iniquities,  and  his  soul  was  made  an  offering  for  sin  ;  that 
it  pleased  the  Father  to  bruise  him,  and  that  he,  himself,  put 
him  to  grief,  and  that  he  maketh  intercession  for  the  trans- 
gressors.*' And  he  did  not  tell  you  another  important  truth, 
which  I  should  have  liked  to  hear  him  tell,  and  which  /must 
tell  you,  or  I'  should  not  discharge  my  duty,  namely,  that 
'*  Philip  preached  Jesus  unto  the  euntich*^  And  if  Philip 
preached  any  thing  like  Paul,  he  would  not  leave  out  the  pro- 
pitiatory sacrifice  ;  for  Paul  says,  in  the  15th  chapter  of  his 
1st  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  the  3rd  verse, — "  For  I  deliver- 
ed unto  you  first  of  all  that  which  I  also  received,  how  that 
Christ  died  for  our  sins  according  to  the  Scriptures."  And  I 
i^el  assured — ^and  I  think  no  reasonable  man  in  this  assembly 
will  debate  the  matter  for  a  moment,  if  he  give  it  a  fair  con- 
sideration— that,  when  the  passage  was  opened  before  the  eye* 
of  Philip  directly  referring  to  the  Redeemer's  sacrifice,  and  in 
connexion  with  the  anxious  enquiry  of  the  eunuch,  whether 
it  referred  to  the  prophet  himself  or  to  another,  Philip  would 
point  him  to  that  bleeding  lamb  of  whom  the  prophet  spoke, 
who  was  wounded  for  our  transgressions  and  bruised  for  our 
iniquities.  And  this  accounts  for  the  sequel — explains  th© 
subsequent  part  of  the  history,  that  the  eunuch  "  went  on  his 
way  rejoicing."  And  he  might  well  rejoice  when  he  saw  the 
happy  connexion  between  the  type  and  the  antitype— between 
the  victim  in  the  temple,  and  tne  great  sacrificial  victim,  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  bled  for  the  world's  transgressions. — 
And  wh^n  he  heard  the  evangelist  tell  him  the  nature,  explain 
the  character,  and  unfold  the  work  of  Christ,  and  apply  to 
Christ  the  direct  prophecies  contained  in  that  chapter,  no 
wonder  that  his  thirsty  soul  drank  in  the  glad  tidings,  and  his 
bleeding  heart  received  the  balm  that  makes  the  wounded 
whole  ;  and  that  then  he  went  on  his  way  rejoicing  ? 

Sophism,  No.  4. — Mr.  Barker  introduced  the  suDJect  of  hu- 
man depravity,  and  the  subject  of  the  Trinity :  and  I  know 
not,  sometimes,  whether  to  be  amused  or  grieved  at.  the  way 
in  which  he  sought  to  disprove  those  doctrines.  He  sought  to 
disprove  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  the  doctrine  of  human 
depravity,  Christ's  sacrifice,  and  saving  faith  in  it — he  sought 
to  disprove  these  doctrines,  by  referring  to  the  preceptive  parts 
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of  Scripture, — to  di8]>rove  the  doctrinal  by  reference  to  the  pi 
ceptive.     He  might  as  well  turn  it  the  other  way,  and  try 
•disprove  Wxt  preceptive  part  by  referring  to  the  aoctrinal.      F 
referred  us,   forsooth,  to  our  I»rd's  Sermon  on   the   Moun 
where  he  said, — "  J^lessed  are  the  meek :  for  they  shall  inher 
the  earth  ;  "  and  "  Blessed  are  the  poor  in  spirit :   for  their' 
it  the  kingdom  of  heaven ; "  and  "Blessed  are  they  that  mourn 
-for  they  shall  be  comforted  ;"  and  so  on.    And   because  ou; 
Lord  did  not  inculcate  the  Trinitv,  or  his  vicarious  sacrifice, 
in  connection  with  these  precepts  bearing  upon  moral  conduct, 
■we  are,  forsooth,  to  draw  the  conclusion  that  these  doctrines 
are  not  taught  in  the  New  Testament.     Because  every  doctrine 
is  not  taught  in  every  part  of  Scripture — ^because  the  doctrinal 
•does  not  appear  in  the  preceptive  portion,  and  the  preceptive 
is  not  expressed  in  the  doctrinal^  we  are,  it  seems,  to  come  to 
tlie  philosophical  conclusion  that  those  doctrines  are'  not  con- 
tained in  the  word  of  Grod !     Now  I  should  have  thought  it 
would  have  been  the  proper  course  to  take — at  least  I  should 
have  taken  it — ^to  have  grappled  with  the  very  passages  which 
my  opponent  (had  he  held  tnem)  had  quoted  as  the  basis  of 
those  doctrines.    And  I  would  have  investigated  them,  and 
examined  them  thoroughly,  and  endeavoured  to  have  shown 
from  them  that  his  positions  were  unfounded.    I  would  not 
liave  gone  to  the  preceptive  parts  of  the  New  Testament  for 
the  purpose  of  attempting  to  disprove  the  doctrinal  parts  of  the 
New  Testament. 

Sophism,  No,  5. — Mr.  Barker  very  frequently  referred  to 
the  disciples  of  Christ  as  specimens  of  wliat  a  Christian  is — 
specimens  in  sentiment,  specimens  in  experience.    Why,  he 
anust  have  known,  I  think,  that  the  disciples,  prior  to  the  day 
•of  Pentecost,  were  more  like  Jews  tlian  Christians.    They 
•were  under  the  common  delusion  of  their  countrymen  with 
regard  to  a  temporal  king.    See  Luke,  chap.  24,  verse  21. 
They  were  ambitious  of  earthly  honours ;  they  contended  with 
«ach  other  for  earthly  distinctions,  and  strove  which  among 
them  should  be  greatest.      Luke,    chap.  22,  ver.  24.    Our 
Lord  could  not  mistake  the  character  of  his  followers ;  and  he 
.said  respecting  Peter  that  he  savoured  the  things  of  men,  and 
not  the  things  of  God.     See  Matthew,  chap.  16,  ver.  23.  And 
it  is  not  a  very  great  proof,  I  conceive,  of  a  Christian  mind, 
to  savour  more  of  earth  than  heaven.    Again,  they  were  fool- 
ish and  unbelieving  in  their  notions.     Hence  our  Lord  rebuked 
them,  and  said, — "O  fools,  and  slow  of  heart  to  believe  all 
that  the  prophets  have  spoken."      Luke,  chap.  24,  ver.  25. 
In  fact,  they  were  not  converted  ;  for  our  Lord  says  to  them, 
— **  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  you," — an  affirmation  indica- 
ting great  solemnity,  and  investing  the  statement  with  im- 
mense importance, — "  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  you,  Except 
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^e  be  converted,  and  become  as  little  children,  ye  shall  not 
enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven.*'  Matt.  chap.  18,  ver.  3. 
1  therefore,  for  one,  should  not  have  thought  of  referring  to 
.the  views  and  experience  of  the  disciples,  prior  to  the  day  of 
Pentecost,  for  fair  specimens  of  the  sentiments  and  experience 
of  the  true  Christian.  Another  reason  why  we  cannot  regard 
them  as  being  proper  specimens  of  the  sentiments,  the  views, 
-the  experience,  and  the  practice  of  the  Cliristian,  is  this,  that 
the  Christian  economy  was  not  complete  until  the  day  of 
Pentecost,  when  the  Holy  Ghost  descended  upon  the  disciples. 
It  is  only  from  that  period  that  the  sentiments  and  practice  of 
the  apostle  are  to  be  regarded  as  a  representation  of  the  Chris- 
tian. Our  Lord  had  stated  great  truths,  but  their  amplification 
and  full  manifestation  were  referred  to  the  period  when  the 
Holy  Spirit  was  given.  Hence  our  Lord  emphatically  said, — 
"  1  have  yet  many  things  to  say  unto  you,  but  ye  cannot  bear 
them  now.  Howbeit  when  he,  the  Spirit  of  truth,  is  come, 
he  will  teach  you  all  things,"  and  "  will  guide  you  into  all 
truth  :  for  he  shall  not  speak  of  himself ;  but  whatsoever  he 
shall  hear,  that  shall  he  speak ;  and  he  will  show  you  things 
to  come.  He  shall  glorify  me :  for  he  shall  receive  of  mine, 
and  shall  show  it  unto  you,"  And  under  the  inspiration — ^the 
plenary  inspiration  (for  I  like  these  good,  old-fashioned  words) 
— the  plenary  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  they  composed 
their  epistles, — ^they  completed  the  canon  of  the  Holy  Scrip- 
ture ;  and  thus  afforded  the  proper  criterion  by  which  to  judge 
of  Christian  sentiment,  of  Christian  experience,  and  of  Chris- 
tian practice. 

Mr.  Barker  referred,  I  think  it  is — (I  have  left  my  Testa- 
ment behind  me,  but  I  shall  perhaps  be  able  to  quote  from 
memory  with  suiSficient  accuracy) — ^he  referred  to  the  20th 
chapter  of  John,  and  the  31st  verse,  where  John  says,  "These 
things  have  I  written  that  ye  might  believe  that  Jesus  is  the 
,Son  of  God."  True,  but  he  did  not  say,  that  ye  might  believe 
that  Jesus  is  the  son  of  Joseph,  He  says,  "  these  things  have 
I  written  unto  you  that  ye  might  believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Son 
of  God.  And  he  explains  what  he  means  by  the  words  "  Son 
4)f  God"  in  the  first  two  verses  of  his  gospel, — "In  the  begin- 
ning was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the 
Word  was  God.  All  things  were  made  by  him,  and  without 
Mm  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made."  But  I  shall 
have  to  dwell  on  this  hereafter. 

Mr.  Barker  referred  to  John's  first  epistle,  5th  chapter,  the 
1st  verse,  where  John  says, — "Whbsoever  belie veth  that 
Jesus  is  the  Christ  is  bom  of  God."  And  that  was  quoted  to 
show  us  that  any  one  was  a  Christian  who  only  believed  on 
Jesus  as  the  Christ.  Now  in  this,  and  all  such  passages,  there 
is  much  more  implied  than  what  is  expressed.    The  meaning 
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of  an  inspired  writer,  or  of  any  writer,  must  be  detennine< 
the  context,  and  the  general  scope  of  the  passage.      A  text  n 
not  be  severed  from  its  connection,  and  presented  in  an  isoh 
form;  for  on  that  plan  a  perverted  ingenuity  may  make 
Holy  Bible  speak  any  sentiment  which  a  depraved   beart^ 
heretical  creed,  may  dictate,  or  man's  unholy  passions  sugge 
It  is  this  method  which  Satan  adopts  in  quoting'  Scriptui 
When  the  arch  fiend  desires  to  deceive,  he  detaches  a  passa^ 
from  the  context,  and  presents  it  in  a  form  and  meaning:  nev* 
intended  by  the  Holy  Ghost.     I   would  advise  all    person; 
especially  those  who  quote  for  public  instruction,  not  to  imi 
tate  the  foul  prince  of  darkness  in  quoting  Scripture.     No\ 
let  us  just  look  at  this  passage.    It  is  a  good  passage.     I  lovt 
the  passage.    I  love  every  part  of  God's  word  ;  for  1  am  sure 
all  is  consistent  with  itself,  and  I  believe  consistent  with  what 
are  sometimes  termed  (in  a  way  perhaps  not  very  commend- 
able) by  some,  "Orthodox  notions."     However,  I  hold  ortho- 
dox notions ;  and  I  conceive  the  passage  is  perfectly  in  harmony 
with   those  notions.     But  let  us  analyse   it.     "Whosoever 
believeth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ  is  bom  of  God."     What, 
then,  does  it  mean  that  an  individual  may  believe  in  any  way, 
or  in  any  manner,  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  and  yet  be  "  born 
of  God,"  and  be  a  true  Christian?    No  such  thing.     He  must 
believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ  according  to  the  dictates  of  the 
Holy  Scriptures.     I  will  furnish  a  few  examples.     "  Whoso- 
ever believeth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ  is  born  of  God."    Then, 
may  a  man  reject  the  truth  that  Christ  came  in  the  flesh, — as 
Marcion  did,  for  he  denied  that  Jesus  came  in  the  flesh, — ^and 
yet  be  bom  of  God  ?    No ;  for  though  that  great  truth  is  not 
here  expressed,  it  is  implied,  and  is  elsewhere  asserted  with 
equal  precision  and  autnority.     Hence  the  apostle  says,  that 
**many  deceivers  are  entered  into  the  world  who  confess  not 
that  Jesus  is  come  in  the  flesh.     This  is  a  deceiver  and  an  anti- 
Christ."    So  that  it  is  quite  as  important  to  believe  that  Christ 
came  in  the  flesh,  as  that  Christ  is  the  Messiah,  or  that  Jesus 
is  the  Christ. 

Take  another  example.    The  passage  says, — "Whosoever 
believeth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ  is  born  of  God."    Well,  but 
may  he  reject  the  doctrine  that  Christ  is  a  propitiation  for  our 
sins  ?    No  ;  for  though  that  truth  is  not  here  formally  expres- 
sed, it  is  implied,  and  is  elsewhere  maintained  with  the  same 
distinctness  and  authority.    See  the  2nd  chapter  of  St.  John's 
1st  Epistle,  and  the  2na  verse, — "  And  he  is  the  propitiation 
for  our  sins  :  and  not  for  our's  only,  but  also  for  the  sms  of 
the  whole  world."     So  that  it  is  as  essential  for  a  Christian 
to  believe  that  Christ  is  a  propitiation  for  sin,  as  for  him  to 
believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ.    Take  another  example.— 
*'  Whosoever  believeth  in  Jesus  Christ  is  born  of  God."  Well, 


but  may  a  man  reject  the  truth  of  the  resurrection  of  Christ  I 
No  ;  for  though  that  is  not  here  expressed,  it  is  implied.  It  is 
a  positive  truth  that  must  be  believed,  and  is  elsewhere  main- 
tained with  the  same  distinctness  and  the  same  authority. — 
Hence  Paul,  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  10th  chapter,  and 
9th  verse,  says, — "  If  thou  shalt  confess  with  thy  mouth  tho 
Lord  Jesus,  and  shalt  believe  in  thine  heart  that  God  hath 
raised  him  from  the  dead,  thou  shalt  be  saved."  Now  here 
faith  in  the  resurrection  of  Christ  is  made  essential,  and  the 
faith  required  is  that  of  the  heart ;  and  besides  faith,  there  is 
confession  with  the  mouth.  But  in  this  passage  Paul  does  not 
express  the  important  doctrine  that  Christ  died  as  a  sacrifice 
for  our  sins.  He  is  speaking  of  his  resurrection.  Are  we, 
then,  at  liberty  to  reject  this. doctrine  ?  No  ;  for  though  not 
here  expressed,  it  is  implied,  the  same  as  it  was  in  the  passage 
from  St.  John ;  and  is  elsewhere  maintained  with  the  same 
positive  authority.  Witness  the  3rd  chapter  of  Romans,  verses 
25  and  26  : — "  Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation 
through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  jthe 
remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God  ; 
to  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time  his  righteousness  :  that  he  might 
be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him  which  believeth  in  Jesus."  Ta 
declarcy  I  say,  "  at  this  time."  Here  Paul  gives  it  emphasis, 
brings  it  out  with  distinctness,  places  it  before  his  readers  as 
being  of  high  importance  ; — "  To  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time 
his  righteousness  :  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of 
him  which  believeth  in  Jesus."  So  that  it  is  as  important,  on 
the  apostle  Paul's  principle,  to  believe  in  the  atonement  of  the 
Saviour,  as  it  is  important  to  believe  in  the  resurrection  of  the 
Saviour.  Take  another  example.  In  the  passage  I  have 
referred  to,  there  is  no  mention  made  of  the  ascension  of  the 
Saviour  :  but  may  that  doctrine,  or  fact,  be  denied,  and  a  man 
yet  be  a  Christian  ?  No  ;  for  though  not  expressed  in  any  of 
those  passages  of  Scripture  which  I  have  referred  to,  it  is 
implied,  and  is  elsewhere  asserted  with  the  same  distinctness 
and  authority.  Hence,  says  our  Lord,  in  the  24th  chapter  of 
St,  Luke,  and  26th  verse, — "  Ought  not  Christ  to  have  sufiered 
these  things,  and  to  enter  into  his  glory  ?"  And  Paul  says, 
that  "  he  ever  liveth  to  make  intercession  for  us."  So  that  it 
is  important,  in  believing  Jesus  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  to  have 
included  in  our  faith  all  these  great  doctrines — that  he  came  in 
the  flesh,  that  he  is  a  propitiation  for  our  sins,  that  he  rose 
from  the  dead,  and  that  he  ascended  up  to  heaven.  All  these 
are  implied  in  that  simple,  brief  statement,  "  Whosoever 
believeth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ  is  born  of  God." 

Now  there  is  another  doctrine — (for  I  might  enlarge  on  this 
point,  but  I  shall  take  only  one  more) — which  appears  to  be 
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still  ftirther  remote  from  the  condition  of  salvation,  as  e^ 
sed  by  St.  John.  I  refer  to  the  general  resurrection  o 
dead.  Now,  may  a  man  disbelieve  that  doctrine,  and  yet 
true  Christian  ?  No ;  for  though  not  expressed,  it  is  imj 
in  the  brief  passage  which  has  been  referred  to  from  St,  U 
Our  Lord  himself  said,  "  JMarvel  not  at  this  :  for  the  hoi 
coming,  in  the  which  all  that  are  in  their  graves  shall  hear 
voice  of  the  Son  of  God,  and  shall  come  forth  ;  they  that  h 
done  good  unto  the  resurrection  of  life  ;  and  they  that  hi 
done  evil  unto  the  resurrection  of  damnation."  May  this  d< 
tnne  be  discarded,  and  may  a  man  be  accepted,  because 
merely  believeth  in  our  Lord  and  Saviour  as  the  Messiah  ?  -N 
I  have  shown  before,  that  there  were  men  in  the  apostolic  turn 
who  did  believe  in  the  Messiah,  but  yet  rejected  the  doctrin 
of  the  general  resurrection  of  the  dead — ^namely,  Hynienfieu 
and  Philetus  ;  but  what  character  does  Paul  give  of  them  ?  L 
it  that  they  were  true  Christian  ?  No.  It  is  that  they  "  had 
erred  from  the  faith  ;"  that  "  they  had  made  shipwreck  oi 
faith  ;"  that  "  their  word  doth  eat  as  doth  a  canker,'*  and 
"  had  overthrown  the  faith  of  some."  And  as  for  themselves, 
they  were  expelled  from  the  church  of  Grod,  disowned  as  Chris- 
tians, and  branded  as  heretics. 

Now  these  examples  will  explain  the  meaning  of  the  brief 
text  to  which  reference  lias  been  made  ;.  and  1  say  that  to 
believe  in  Jesus  as  the  Son  of  God,  means  to  believe  in  him  as 
the  Scriptures  teach  us  to  believe.     It  is,  in  fact,  a  brief  and 
compendious  formulary,  designed  to  express  the  reception  of 
Christ  and  his  doctrine  as  taught  by  himself  and  his  apostles  ;. . 
because  it  is  understood  that  he  who  receiveth  Christ  recei  reth 
his  doctrine ;  and  he  who  rejecteth  Christ  rejectetli  his  doc- 
trine.    Thus  we  come  to  our  former  conclusion,  "He  that 
believeth  not  God  hath  made  him  a  liar ;"  and  thus  down 
goes  Mr.  Barker's  fundamental  principle,  "  that  every  man  is 
a  Christian  who  believeth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ."    No  man^ 
can  be   a  Christian   while  he   rejects   any  doctrines  which 
God  has  clearly  revealed  in  his  blessed  word,  even  though  he 
should  believe  in  the  Messiah,  and  profess  to  place  himself 
under  his  instructions. 

I  had  noted  down  Sophism,  No.  7. — It  referred  to  Mr.  Bar- 
ker's taking  the  liberty  to  dictate  to  me  what  I  should  speak 
about  to-night.     I  had  accepted  of  his  subject— I  had  accepted 
of  his  plan — I  had  accepted  of  his  time  ;  and  I  thought  it  was 
rather  going  too  far  for  him  to  dictate,  the  evening  before,  tJie 
course  I  should  take  the  following  evening.    As  this  has  been 
disclaimed,  I  shall  not  dwell  upon  it.     However,  I  mean  to 
take  my  own  course  ;  for  I  shall  not  spare  that  system  of 
heresy  which  I  have  referred  to.     I  shall  go  deep  down  into 
the  subject — I  shall  draw  the  mantle  off  it—I  shall  employ  • 
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these  ten  niglits  to  the  utmost  of  my  power  in  tearing  that 
inautle  to  atoms,  and  in  dissecting  the  monster  to  its  very  core. 

I  maintained,  last  night,  as  a  proposition  from  St.  John, 
that ''  he  that  believeth  not  God  hath  made  him  a  liar."  And 
I  said  that  Mr.  Barker  disbelieved  some  important  truths,  ^  * 
plainly  stated — {and  I  confine  myself  to  those  truths — ^plainly  *^ 
stated) — and,  therefore,  makes  God  a  liar.  I  adverted,  in  the 
first  place,  to  the  miraculous  conception  ;  and  I  now  proceed 
to  speak,  this  evening,  where  I  left  off  last  evening — on  the 
subject  of  the  miraculous  conception. 

I  read  to  you  an  extract  from  one  of  Mr.  Barker's  produc- 
tions— from  one  of  his  tracts,  where  he  tells  us,  plainly  and 
honestly,  that  Jeans,  he  believes,  was  the  son  of  Joseph  and 
Mary,  bom  in  honourable  wedlock,  and  such  like.  Well !  no 
4ioubt,  when  I  read  that  article,  many  of  you  would  think  it 
^was  sufficiently  bold.  Some  might  think  it  to  be  presumptuous. 
But  however  bold  it  might  be,  the  sentiment  is  not  entitled  to 
very  great  respect  for  its  antiquity.  It  is  but  a  new  one.  It  is 
very  "  green"  at  present.  It  needs  summering  and  wintering 
before  it  is  worthy  of  being  held  in  much  respect.  It  may 
have  been  held  by  him  about  twenty  months  ;  but  certainly 
he  held  the  other  at  least  for  twenty  years.  But  he  has  a 
right  to  change,  if  he  change  on  good  grounds.  I  don't  dispute 
any  man's  right  to  change  ;  yet  surely  it  will  be  thought  very 
rational  that  a  change  should  be  made  with  deliberation,  espe- 
cially on  an  important  subject — especially  when  the  public  are 
to  be  taught— especially  when  the  youthful  part  of  the  popu- 
lation have  to  come  in  contact  with  him.  I  say  it  is  certainly 
rational  to  expect  that,  under  such  circumstances,  there  should 
be  great  deliberation,  should  be  patient  thought,  should  be 
deep  investigation,  and  should  be  literary  research  :  and  I 
should  think  that  scores  of  volumes  in  literary  and  biblical 
criticism  should  be  waded  through,  before  doctrines  like  this, 
so  plainly  stated,  should  be  discarded,  and  held  up  as  being  the 
inventions  of  men.  But  how  stands  the  case  ?  If  I  may  judge 
from  Mr,  Barker's  own  words,  the  change  was  the'very  reverse 
of  this  profound  deliberation.  In  the  first  place,  he  here  tells 
his  readers  that  he  will  lay  before  them  the  considerations 
which  induced  him  to  lay  aside  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous 
conception.  He  then  states  that  "  the  first  work  which  I  read 
on  this  subject  was  by  Richard  Wright."  And  he  says  he 
will  lay  before  them  the  "  substance"  of  that  work  ;  and  the 
substance  extends  to  the  enormous  number  of  twenty-two 
pages  ! 

1  will  avoid  quoting  from  Richard  Wright,  but  I  am  free 
to  animadvert  upon  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Barker.  Mr.  Barker 
says, — "  Before  I  had  finished  reading  this  article,  my  belief 
in  the   miraculous  conception  was  shaken,   if  not  entirely 
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thrown  down.    I  saw  clearly,  that  the  story  of  tbe  miracuJ 
conception  was  inciJnsistent  with  itself,  as  well  as  yvith 
rest  of  the  Gospel  history  generally  ;  and  that  the  chapters 
which  the  story  was  recorded,  were  full  of  palpable  and  grii 
ous  errors."    Now  he  saw  this  clearly — ^he    saw    this  ^ 
clearly.     There  was  no  obscurity  on  this  subject.      It  "was 
clear,  I  dare  say,  not  as  merely  the  dawn  of   morn,    but    . 
noon-day.     He  saw  clearly  its  inconsistencies  and    its  contn 
dictions.     Alas  !  I  think  that  the  inconsistencies  aud  the  cor 
tradictions  are  not  in  the  Gospel  history.     But  if  not  in  th 
Gospel  history,  they  must  be  somewhere  else.     Well !    but  i 
may  not  be  uninteresting  to  enquire  what  were  the  sentimenti 
which  Mr.  Barker  entertained  previously, — for   he  has  ex- 
pressed them.     I  have  availed  myself  of  the  opportunity  oi 
reading  rather  extensively  Mr.  Barker's  publications  ;  and  I 
find  in  the  very  first  volume  of  his  Evangelical  Refoi*mer,  and 
the  first  page — ^the  very  first — standing  in  bold  relief — those 
very  subjects  which  are  now  discarded.     It  would  take  me 
too  long  to  read  them.     I  find  in  the  second  volume  of  the 
same  work  a  reference  made  to  this  important  subject,  and 
that  in  rather  a  striking  manner  :  for  the  language  is  put  in 
large    capitals,  not  common  ones — in  large  capitals — great 
letters :  and  I  shall  read  you  what  is  here  stated  : — "  1  be- 
lieve also  that  Christ  was  conceived  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  born 
of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  that  he  was  rightly  named  EMMA- 
NUEL, which  being  interpreted  is,  GOD  WITH  Ug.    I  be- 
lieve that  Christ  was  '  Goa  manifest  in  the  flesh,'  and  that  he 
was  '  the  image  of  the  invisible  God,'  *  the  brightness  of  his 
Father's  glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his  person.'    '  It 
pleased  the  Father  that  in  him  should  all  fulness  dwell,*  and 
*in  him  dwelt  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily.'    *God 
was  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world  to  himself.' "    Now  I  re- 
gard the  sentiments  here  expressed  as  being  worthy  of  respect ; 
and  I  will  tell  you  for  what  reasons. 

In  the  first  place,  they  were  the  sentiments  he  had  held  for 
the  last  20  years  ; — they  were  sentiments  which  are  expressed 
in  connection  with  a  very  proper  and  respectful  regard  for  the 
Holy  Scriptures.    For  he  says, — "  On  this  and  all  other  reli- 
gious subjects,  i  believe  without  scruple  whatever  the  Scrip- 
tures teach  ;  and  I  am  not  aware  that  I  believe  any  thmfi; 
more.    I  take  the  statements  of  Scripture  in  their  plainest 
and  most  obvious  meaning.  I  dislike  all  forced  interpretations 
of  Scripture  ;  and  it  is  my  wish  in  all  cases  to  avoid  them." 
Blessed  sentiments !     May  they  live  in    everv  heart !    He 
further  says, — "  I  think  it  wrong  to  use  violence  with  the 
words  of  God,  either  to  force  them  to  speak  what  they  do 
not  mean,  or  to  keep  them  from   saying  what  they  manifestly 
do  mean."     Blessed  sentiments!  again  I  say;  May  they  live 
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in  every  heart !  He  adds, — "  And  I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the 
genuineness  of  tliose  passages  of  Scripture  which  speak  of 
Christ,  nor  as  to  the  goodness  of  the  translation,  nor  as  to 
the  authority  of  the  common  readings.  I  take  the  Scriptures 
as  they  are,  and  rest  my  belief  upon  their  plain  instructions; 
and  I  feel  no  doubt  but  that  my  faith  is  true  and  upright,  and 
approved  of  God."  Blessed  sentiments  1  I  say  once  more  ; 
may  they  live  in  every  heart !  Well,  now,  you  see  that  the 
views  herein  expressed  are  entitled  to  respect,  because,  first, 
they  were  well-grounded,  having  been  twenty  years  in  his 
mind  ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  they  are  combined  with  a  res- 
pectful and  proper  deference  for  the  authority  of  God's  word, 
being  built  upon  it  ; — ^not  upon  the  reasonings  of  men,  but 
upon  the  plain,  unsophisticated  declarations  of  God's  blessed 
word.  In  the  third  place,  he  tells  us  that  he  had  not  written 
these  sentiments  in  haste  ;  for  he  savs  that  since  he  read 
Baxter's  Directory,  he  had  read  many  hundreds  and  perhaps 
thousands  of  volumes  :  and  therefore  his  faith,  assisted  by  so 
much  reading,  and  sustained  by  so  much  Scripture,  must  be 
entitled  to  our  respect. 

Now^  we  find  that  he  has  renounced  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion :  the  sentiments  which  had  been  held  for  about  twenty 
years,  went  in  a  short  time — ^perhaps  in  forty  minutes,  on 
reading  Richard  Wright's  publication;  and  the  sentiments 
produced  by  reading  a  thousand  volumes,  vanished  on  reading 
about  twenty-two  pages  of  Richard  Wright's  tract  I  I  do 
not  know  what  may  be  Mr.  Barker's  general  mode  of  elabor- 
ating his  sentiments,  prior  to  their  appearing  in  print ;  but 
this  is  not  the  way,  certainly,  which  I  should  adopt  to  bring 
forward  my  sentiments.  No  ;  I  should  think  it  needful  to 
add  deep  research  and  careful  enquiry  :  and  I  would  not 
fabricate  some  loose  sentiment  in  morals  and  theology,  and 
hastily  put  it  foiiJi,  but  would  have  my  sentiments  thoroughly 
investigated,  and  searched  and  researched,  endeavouring  to 
build  upon  a  foundation  which  could  not  be  moved. 

Well !  but  Mr.  Barker  has  reasons  for  the  change  which  he 
has  seen  fit  to  adopt,  with  regard  to  the  doctrine  now  under 
consideration.  And  what  are  those  reasons?  Is  it  alleged 
in  the  tract  which  I  have  here — -in  the  address  which  I  have 
here — ^that  there  is  any  obscurity,  that  there  is  any  ambiguity 
in  the  statement  which  declares  the  miraculous  conception  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  ?  No.  The  passages  are  too  clear — the 
passages  are  too  express — ^the  passages  are  too  distinct,  to 
admit  of  either  doubt  or  question  being  raised  in  reference  to 
their  meaning.  What,  then,  is  the  reason?  Why,  Mr. 
Barker  tells  us  that  they  are  interpolations.  That  they  are 
interpolations !  And  how  many  passages  or  verses  are  there, 
which  are  said  to  be  interpolations^    Not  less  than  one  hun- 
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be  included,  there  will  be  full  one  hundred  and  seventy 
which  are  said  to   be  interpolations !     Well  !    hut    "we 
standards  by  which  to  examine  this  subject.      We  have 
dards,  which  we  have  agreed  to  appeal  to  on   this    sub^ 
and  we  must  now  have  those  standards  referred  to-      We  i 
see  whether  they  are  interpolations  or  whether  they  are 
If  they  are,  Mr,  Barker  is  right,  and  I  ana  wrongs.      If  t 
are  not  interpolations,  I  am  right,  and  Mr.  Barker  ia  wrc 
What  are  the  standards  of  reference  which  we  have  agr 
to  adopt  ?    We  have  said  that  we  shall  establish  our  positu 
by  appealing  to  our  own  version,  or  to  the    received  te: 
I  shatl  appeal  to  that  received  text.     It  is  here  ;  and  tiie  pa 
sages  in  question  are  every  one  contained  in  the  received  te:x 
But  we  are  authorized  to  appeal  from  the  received  text  to  tl 
Greek  text.    I  have  the  readings  of  Griesbach  before  me 
and  in  all  the  readings  of  Griesbach  these  now  disputed  pas 
sages  are  contained.     It  is  also  agreed  that  we  may  refer  U 
Schulz.     I  have  Schulz  before  me ;  and  in  Schulz  the  excepted 
passages  are  every  one  contained.     Dr.  Schulz  has  gone  fur- 
ther in  his  enquiries  on  this  subject  than  any  one  of  his  pre- 
decessors ; — I  mean  with  regard  to  the  genuineness,  not  of 
these  passages  alone,  but  of  the  whole  of  God's  word — the 
whole  of  the  New  Testament ;  and  it  rejoices  me  to  have  to 
st^te,  that  the  more  thoroughly  this  subject  has  been  enquired 
into,  the  more  solid  has  become  the  basis  of  our  hopes,  and 
the  more  luminous  the  proofs  we  have  of  the  genuineness  of 
the  word  of  God  which  is  delivered  unto  us.    There  have  been 
examined    by    Schulz   nearly    three    hundred    manuscripts 
beyond  what  his  predecessors  had  examined ;  and  his  exami- 
nation is  found  to  confirm  the  w^ord  of  God  !    There  have  been 
not  less  than  six  hundred  and  seventy-four  manuscripts  exa- 
mined by  literary  critics  ;  and  the  result  of  their  examination 
is  to  confirm  every  statement  contained   in  those  passages 
which  are  excepted  to.    We  have  also  agreed  to  refer  from  the 
Greek  text  to  the  versions.     I  have  the  Sy  riac  version  at  home; 
— a  version  formed,  if  not  in  apostolic  times,  yet  certainly 
shortly  afterwards.    And  in  the  Syriac  version  the  excepted 
passages  are  found,  every  one  of  them.    We  have  agreed  to 
refer  to  the  Vulgate  version — ^a  version  which  is  taken  from  a 
Latin  one,  which  must  have   been  formed  about  the  same 
period  as  the  Syriac — either  in  apostolic  times,  or  shortly 
after — ^from  the  old  Itala  version ;  and  in  that  the  excepted 
passages  are  every  one  of  them  found.    And  if  the  laws  of 
the  discussion  allowed  me,  I  could  appeal  to  the  Arabic,  the 
Persic,  the  Ethiopic,    and  to  all  the  modem  versions— the 
French,  the  Italian,  the  German,  the  Spanish,  the  Portuguese, 
.and  all  the  one  hundred  and  sixty  languages  or  versions  into 
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which  the  Holy  Scriptures  have  been  rendered  ; ,  and  these 
^0^^  passages  are  found  in  them  all.  There  is  not  a  manuscript 
in  the  world  which  is  whole  that  does  not  contain  them. 
There  is  not  a  version  in  the  world  which  does  not  contain 
them.  There  is  not  a  translation  in.  the  world  which  does 
not  contain  them.  Even  in  the  Unitarian  version  they  are 
contained,  though  marked  in  italics  to  denote,  as  they  say, 
their  being  doubtful.  But  if  ever  a  part  of  God's  word  was 
established  by  evidence,  this  part  is  established  by  evidence. 
And  if  these  versions  and  authorities  are  to  have  no  weight, 
why  have  we  agreed  to  appeal*  to  them  ?  We  hatie  agreed  to 
appeal  to  therat ;  and  as  they  are  unanimous  in  their  testi- 
mony, their  authority  is  decisive. 

But  we  have  agreed  to  advert  to  the  Fathers  likewise.  And 
we  have  the  same  testimony  from  the  Fathers.  I  have  not' 
time  to  read  many  extracts  from  the  Fathers :  but  I  will  refer 
to  one  writer  as  being  the  most  ancient,  after  the  Apostles  ; 
namely,  to  Ignatius.  Now  when  did  Ignatius  live  %  In  the 
times  of  the  Apostles.  And  of  what  church  was  Ignatius  bishop?' 
Of  Antioch.  And  how  long  after  Paul  and  Silas  were  sent 
forth  as  missionaries?  Only  about  twenty  years.  He  was 
therefore  bishop  of  this  church  while  at  least  some  of  the 
Apostles  lived.  And  what  does  Ignatius  say  ?  I  will  read 
you  a  few  brief  passages  from  him  ;  and  niy  first  extract  is 
from  his  epistle  to  the  Ephesians,  c.  i,  vol  II,  p»  II.  "  Igna- 
tius to  the  church  at  Ephesus — which  was  pre-ordained  before 
the  worlds,  according  to  the  will  of  the  Father  and  of  Jesus 
Christ  our  God."  The  same  expression  of  "  Jesus  Christ 
our  God^^  occurs  in  the  title  of  his  epistle  to  the  Komans,  and 
it  clearly  shows  his  sentiment  respecting  the  Divinity  of  our- 
Lord.  Again,  he  says  "  there  i*  one  Physician,  fleshly  and 
spiritual,  made  and  not  made,  God  born  in  the  flesh,  true  life 
in  death,  both  of  Mary  and  of  God,  first  capable  of  suffering; 
and  then  incapable."  Epistle  to  Ephesians,  c.  vii,  p.  13.  Now 
mark  the  expression — "  born  of  Mary  and  of  God."  Quoting 
frooi  Paul's  1st  epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  Ist  c.  and  20th  v., 
he  says, — "  Where  is  the  wise  ?  Where  is  the  disputer  ? — 
Where  is  the  boasting  of  them  that  are  called-  prudent  ?"  He 
adds,  "  Christ  was  conceived  by  Mary,  of  the  seed  of  David, 
but  of  the  Holy  Ghost." — c.  xviii,  p.  16. 

In  his  next  chapter  he  alludes  to  the  star  which  guided  the 
wise  men  to  Bethlehem  ;  and  mentions  the  extraordinary  cir- 
cumstances which  he  conceived,  either  figuratively  or  literally, . 
to  have  attended  its  appearance.  "  Then,"  he  says — •"  All 
magic  art  was  destroyed,  and  every  bond  of  iniquity  was 
aboHshed  ;  ignorance  was  put  away,  the  old  kingdom  was  des- 
troyed when  God  was  manifested  humanly." — c.  xix,  p.  16.. 
We  might  quote  many  others,  but  these  must,  for  the  present, 
suffice.     It  is^  sufficient  to  say,  that  there  is  not  one  of  the 
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Ante-Nicene  writers — (and  I  refer  to  the  Ante-Nicene  writers, 
because  our  appeal  is  to  be  confined  to  the  first  three  centu- 
ries, and  only  for  that  reason  ;  if  we  come  down  lower,  th« 
testimony  is  only  the  louder,  and  the  more  abundantly  sus- 
tained) ; — there  is  not  one  of  the  Ante-Nicene  writers,  from 
Barnabas  to  Lactantius, — that  is,  from  the  first  century  to  the 
fourth,  who  does  not  mention  that  Christ  was  bom  of  a 
Virgin. 

Now,  then,  such  is  the  positive  evidence  in  favour  of  the 
^nuineness  of  the  passages  which  are  disputed  by  Mr.  Barker. 
Having  gone  through  the  received  text,  and  the  text  of  Gries- 
bach  and  SchuLz — shaving  looked  over  Manuscripts,  Versions, 
and  Fathers — we  may  ask  what  is  the  testimony  against  this 
weight  of  evidence  ?  It  is  the  testimony  of  just  one  man,  with 
Regard  to  the  gospel  of  St.  Luke.  The  testimony  against  Luke 
of  one  man  called  Marcion  !  We  have  Marcion  referred  to  in 
the  tract  published  by  Mr.  Barker,  where  he  has  quoted  from 
the  Unitarian  Testament.  On  the  24th  page  of  his  tract,  he 
says, — "  The  first  and  second  chapters  of  this  Gospel  were 
wanting  in  the  copies  used  by  Marcion,  a  reputed  heretic," — 
(not  realy  only  reputed,) — "  who  flourished  very  early  in  the 
second  century.  His  Gospel  was  undoubtedly  that  of  Luke, 
though  he  does  not  mention  the  evangelist's  name :  and  he 
maintains  its  antiquity,  authenticity,  and  integrity.  Marcion 
was  one  of  those,  who  being  ashamed  of  the  simplicity  of  the 
Gospel,  blended  it  with  the  wild  speculations  of  an  erroneous 
philosophy.  But  his  character  was  unimpeached  even  by  his 
bitterest  enemies,  till  it  was  calumniated  by  Epiphauius,  200 
years  after  his  death.  He  is  accused  by  his  enemies  of  muti- 
lating and  corrupting  the  Scriptures.  The  falsehood  of  many 
of  the  charges  alleged  by  Epiphanius  is  exposed  by  Dr.  Lard- 
ner."  And  then,  to  give  greater  currency  to  the  authority  of 
Marcion,  we  are  told,  in  the  Unitarian  Testament  from  which 
this  quotation  is  made,  that  Marcion  was  a  man  of  "  integrity 
and  learning,**  Great  God  !  What  will  not  thine  enemies  say 
to  impeach  thy  truth,  and  deceive  the  souls  of  men  ?  Marcion 
a  man  of  integrity  !  Marcion  merely  a  reputed  heretic !  Mar- 
cion a  learned  man  !  There  never  was  a  greater  falsehood 
uttered  upon  the  wide,  earth  than  that  which  asserts  Marcion  to 
be  a  man  of  integrity.  Never  was  there  one.  And  I  will  prove 
this,  before  I  have  done,  to  the  confusion  of  those  w^ho  have 
maintained  it.  Now,  then,  I  wish  I  had  time  fully  to  remove 
the  veil !  My  time  is  nearly  expired,  but  I  will  proceed  as 
rapidly  as  I  am  able.  I  will  now  uplift  the  veil,  and  take  a 
.  view  of  the  individual,  who  is  here  epoken  of  as  being  a  man 
of  integrity,  Marcion.  Irenaeus  speaks  of  him  as  follows,  in 
the  1st  book  and  27th  chapter  of  his  work  : — "  Marcion,  of 
Pontus,  successor  of  Cerdon,  added  to  his  doctrine  with  great 
assurance,  blaspheming  him  who  is  declared  to  be  God,  who, 
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as  he  says,  appears  to  be  the  author  of  evil,  delighting  in  toar^ 
inconstant,  and  contrary  to  himself.  But  Jesus,  he  says,  came 
from  the  Father,  who  is  superior  to  the  God  wlio  made  the 
world.  He  came  into  Judea  in  the  time  of  Pontius  Pilate, 
governor  under  Tiberius  Caesar.  He  appeared  to  them  in  the 
form  of  a  man,  dissolving  the  law  and  the  prophets,  and  all  the 
works  of  him  that  made  the  world.  Moreover,  he  (Marcion) 
mutilated  the  Gospel  according  to  Luke,  striking  out  all  that 
relates  to  our  Lord's  nativity,  and  taking  away  many  other 
things  from  our  Lord's  discourses,  especially  where  he  speaks 
of  the  creator  of  this  world  as  his  Father  ;  thus  delivering  to 
his  followers  not  the  Gospel,  but  a  scrap  of  it.  In  like  manner 
he  curtails  the  Epistles  of  the  apostle  Paul,  taking  away  those 
passages  where  the  apostle  plainly  speaks  of  the  creator  of  the 
world  as  the  Father  of  our  Lora  Jesus  Christ,  and  also  his 
quotations  from  the  prophetical  writings,  that  f oretel  the  com- 
ing of  the  Lord.  He  held  that  the  soul  only  will  be  saved;  as 
for  the  body,  it  being  taken  from  matter,  it  is  with  him^inca- 
pable  of  salvation.  Besides  all  these  blasphemies,  he  main- 
tained that  Cain,  and  the  people  of  Sodom,  and  the  Eigyptians, 
and  all  the  nations  in  general,  though  they  had  lived  in  all 
manner  of  wickedness,  were  saved  by  th^  Lord,  when  he 
descended  into  the  invisible  world  ;  for  they  came  to  him,  and 
he  took  them  up  into  his  kingdom.  But  that  Abel,  and 
Enoch,  and  Noah,  and  the  patriarchs,  and  the  prophets,  and 
other  righteous  men,  who  walked  with  God,  and  pleased  him, 
did  not  obtain  salvation.  For,  says  he,  they  knew  their  God 
had  been  wont  to  tempt  or  try  them  ;  and  they  suspected  that 
now  a  temptation  was  laid  in  their  way,  therefore  they  would 
not  come  to  Jesus,  nor  believe  in  him  :  for  which  reason,  as  he 
says,  their  souls  remained  in  hell."  Such  is  the  statement  of 
IrenaBus,  who  lived  in  the  same  age  as  Marcion. 

I  believe  my  time  is  up  within  two  or  three  minutes. 

Dr.  Lees  : — Four  minutes. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — Then  let  me  have  your  attention  during  those 
few  minutes.  This  Marcion  denied  that  our  Lord  had  a  real 
body.  TertuUian  says  that  Marcion  taught  that  Christ  had 
the  apearance  of  a  human  body,  though  not  in  reality;  he 
appeared  to  have  flesh,  though  he  really  had  not.  And  that 
he  might  deny  Christ  to  have  flesh,  he  deiSed  also  his  nativity. 
— TertuUian  on  the  Flesh  of  Christ,  chap.  1,  2,  page  358. 
The  same  testimony  is  borne  by  all  the  Fathers.  Marcion 
maintained  that  there  were  two  Christs.  He  allowed  that  the 
prophets  of  the  Creator  had  promised  a  Saviour  to  the  Jewish 
nation,  who  should  deliver  them  out  of  the  hands  of  their 
enemies,  and  restore  them  to  freedom ;  but  he  maintained 
that  this  was  not  the  Son  of  God.  So  this  man  (says  TertuUian) 
is  for  two  Christs,  one  who  appeared  in  the  time  of  Tiberius, 
for  the  salvation  of  all  nations ;  and  another,  who  is  the  res- 


torer  of  the  Jewish  state,  who  is  yet   to  come. 
against  Marcion.     Book   iv.   chap.   5,      pa^e     •'>Of>.) 
l^     condemned  marriage,  and  in  some  cases   absolutely 
He  considered  not  only  the  connubial  state  as  Jess  pv 
even  sinful,  impure,  and  odious  in  the  eyc\s  of  liifi  Uk 
he  called  a  hater  of  marria^"3.     (Tert.  lioolc  iv.  chap. 
516.)     Marcion  rejected  the  Old  Testament,    because  1 
proceeded  from  the  Creator  of  the   world,    yvho    wat 
estimation,  void  of  goodness,  and  the  author  of  all  the 
misery  which  are  in  the  world.     See  Orig-en's  Dialog^ues 
Marcion,  sect.  1,  p.  14 ;  sect.  2,  pp.  54 — 57»      And  I  h 
originals  before  me  from  which  these  quotations  are  take 
also  mutilated  the  New  Testament;  for  his  aversion  to  t 
Testament  was  so  great,  that  on  this  account  he  niiitiiat 
New  Testament  in  numerous  passages  :  rejecting:  all  wiiii 
lated  to  the  law  and  the  prophets,  or  which  were  quoted 
them,  as  plainly  foretelling  the  coming  of  Jesus  Christ,  or  w 
spoke  of  his  Father  as  tlie  Creator  of  the  world.     (Irenaeu 
104.)     He  made  the  following  alterations  in  the  Gospel 
what  he  calls  "  his  Gospel,"  for  he  did  not  acknowJedg-e  i 
Gospel  of  Luke,  or  Matthew,  or  Mark,  or  John,  but  callec 
The  Gospel,  It  was,  in  fact,  a  thing  made  up  of  scraps  ;  par 
made  up  from  Lute,  and  partly  from  his  own  invention.     J 
entirely  omitted  the  first  5  verses  of  the  LSth  chap.     In  t 
28th  verse  of  the  same  chap.,  where  it  is  written — '*  When  j 
shall  see  Abraham,  and  Isaac,  and  Jacob  in  the  kingdom  c 
God,  and  you  yourselves  thrust  out,"  he  so  altered,  added,  an( 
transposed  as  to  make  it  read, — "  When  ye  shall  see  ail  tht 
just  in  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  you  are  yourselves  rejected, 
and  found  without,  there  shall  be  weeping  and  gnashing  of 
teeth."     I  have  a  whole  list  of  similar  spoliations  of  the  Scrip- 
tures which  time  will  not  allow  me  to  give  you  at  present,  but 
which  I  shall  recur  to  on  a  future  evening.    I  would  now 
simply  ask,  is  this  an  authority  which  can  be  placed  against 
all  the  Fathers,  against  all  the  versions,  and  against  the  Greek 
texts  to  which  I  have  referred  ? — Mr.  Cooke  resumed  his  seat 
amidst  considerable  applause. 

Dr.  Lkes  : — Gentlemen,  in  introducing  Mr.  Barker  again  to 
your  notice  to-night,  I  trust  that  the  same  excellent  conduct 
which  most  of  you  ftave  displayed  hitherto  wiU  stiJl  be  con- 
tinued, and  that  you  will  give  each  gentleman  a  fair  and  can- 
did hearing.    The  subject,  as  the  last  speaker  has  said,  is  one 
of  great  importance  ;  and  if  we  are  desirous  to  discover  the 
truth  upon  it,  we  must  be  exceediijigly  cool  and  collected.    I 
trust,  therefore,  that  no  marks  of  approval  or  disapproval  will 
be^  displayed,   as  the   speakers  continue ;  but  that  undivided 
attention  will  be  giyen  to  the  evidence,  and  to  the  evidence 
sjone,  which  each  gentleman  adduces  in  support  of  his  opin- 
ions.    (Hear,  hear.) 
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Mr.  BARKER: — Respected  Chairman.  My  friends, — As 
I  stated  last  evening,  so  I  state  this  ;  all  I  wish  is  a  patient 
and  an  attentive  hearing,  and  a  calm  consideration  both  of 
what  I  may  advance  in  favour  of  my  own  views,  as  well  as 
of  my  replies  to  what  my  opponent  advances  in  opposition  to 
them.  I  have  the  fullest  confidence  in  the  truth  of  the  prin- 
ciples which  I  have  advocated  and  published  to  the  world. 
I  have  the  fullest  confidence  that  these  principles,  in  pro- 
portion as  they  are  understood,  and  in  proportion  as  the 
evidence  on  which  they  rest  is  considered,  will  commend 
themselves  to  the  judgments  and  to  the  consciences  of  all 
truth-loving,  well-disposed  men.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that 
the  errors  of  false  Orthodoxy  will  fade  away,  and  that  the  sim- 
ple truth  of  Jesus  will  make  its  way  through  the  church  and 
the  world  ;  and  that  by  a  pure,  unadulterated  Gospel,  "  the 
kingdoms  of  this  world  will  be  brought  to  become  the  king- 
doms of  our  God  and  of  his  Christ." 

I  have,  however,  one  point  on  which  I  think  L  ought  to 
prefer  a  complaint ;  and  it  is,  that  the  liSt  of  subjects  which 
we  agreed  to  discuss  has  been  set  aside,  and  the  order  of  the 
subjects  altogether  inverted.  I  will  just  read  you  the  list  of 
subjects  which  I  furnished  to  William  Cooke  and  his  Com- 
mittee, at  their  request,  and  which  was  acceded  to  by  them 
without  objection  : — 

1 .  What  is  a  Christian  t 

2.  The  doctrines  of  the  Atonement,  Reconciliation,  Re- 

demption. 

3.  The   Trinity  ;  or  three  equal  and  eternal  persons  in 

one  God. 

4.  Original  Sin  ;  Natural  Depravity. 

5.  The  doctrine  of  Future  Punishments. 

6.  Conditions  of  Justification  and  Salvation. 

7.  Grounds  of  Acceptance  and  Salvation. 

8.  The  Design  and  Use  of  the  Sacred  Writings. 

0.  The   Constitution   of  the   Church,  or  Conditions  of 
Church  Fellowship. 

10.  The  Hired  Ministry. 
.  11.  Any  other  doctrine  Mr.  Cooke  pleases  ; — the  gab- 
bath  ;  Miraculous  Conception  ;  pure  and  perfect 
Humanity  of  Jesus  ;  Inspiration  and  Infallibility  of 
the  Scriptures  ;  the  province  of  Reason  in  Religion  ; 
Free^  Enquiry,  or  tlie  Right  and  Duty  of  each  one 
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exercising  his  own  Judp[ment  in  Religion. 
according  to  his  judgment  in  all  thin^. 

1  shall  not,  however,  say  anything^  further,  by  m 
plaint :  but  only  state  that  it  will  be  my  purpose^  afte^ 
plying  to  what  my  opponent  has  advanced  thia  c 
proceed  with  the  subjects  in  the  order  they  are  set 
this  list. 

Mr.  Grant  : — They  were  not  admitted. 

Mr.   Prinole,  (Umpire):—!  am    appealed    to 
occasion,  as  Mr.  Barker  has  preferred  a  complaint 
rence  to  the  mode  of  proceeding,  and   the  order  of  t 
to  be  discussed.     Now  I  am  instructed  to  gay  that  tbt 
I  hold  in  my  hand  is  a  real  and  correct  copy   of  the 
ment,  signed  by  both  disputants  ;  and  no  such  order  c 
jects  is  contained  in  the  paper  that  I  hold  in  my  hand. 
Barker  must  of  course  refer  to  some  private  understandi 
arrangement  with  Mr.  Cooke  ;  but  this  list  was  not  any 
of  what  the  Committee  acceded  to. 

Mr.  Grant  : — Farther  than  the  general  terma. 

Mr.  Pringlb  : — Farther  than  the  general  terms,  whici 
shall  read^  if  requisite.  I  think  it  right  that  all  persons  shoi 
understand  what  is  in  this  paper.  The  appeal  in  all  cat 
must  be  made  to  the  paper.  The  whole  meeting,  and  M 
Barker,  should  be  put  right  on  a  point  of  fact ;  and  I  thin 
it  due  to  fairness  and  truth  to  make  this  statement.  (Heaj 
hear,  applause,  and  hissing.) 

Mr.  BARKEK  : — I  may  state  that  this  misunderstanding', 
was  what  I  anticipated,  and  I  was  therefore  wishful  by  all 
means  to  prevent  it  before  we  commenced  proceedings.    / 
pressed  my  Committee  to  ask  what  subjects  were  to  he  dis- 
cussed, and  the  order  in  which  they  would  be  taken ;  and 
this  is  the  letter  which  I  received  from  the  Secretary  of  my 
Committee  : — "  My  dear  friend  Barker, — You  desired  m© 
to  make  some  extracts  from  the  correspondence  between 
your  Committee   and    Mr.   Cooke's.    To  tlie  best  of  my 
understanding,  the  fcliowing  is  what  you  required.    I  would 
first  observe,  as  only  one  subject  is  named  in  what  is  called 
*  The  digested  Terms  and  Regulations,'  Mr.  Grant  took  upon 
himself  to  ask  Mr.  Cooke  what  other  subject  he  meant  to 
introduce,  when,  as  he  states,  Mr:  Cooke  laughed  at  him, 
and  said  that  Mr.  Barker  had  sent  a  list  of  subjects,  which 
would  be  discussed   so  far  as   opportunity  would  permit. 
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This  was  said  in  a  meeting  of  the  Joint-Committee.**  I 
need  not  read  further.  I  have  no  further  complaint  to  make, 
finjjt  will  just  proceed  according  to  the  order  of  debate. 

have  next  to  observe,  that  the  great  principles  which  I 
laid  down  last  night,  remain  as  they  were  left  by  me.  Not 
one  of  them  has  been  overturned  ;  nor  any  of  them,  that  I 
perceive,  even  assailed.  I  stated  that  by  a  Christian  was 
meant  a  disciple  of  Christ ;  and  that  a  disciple  meant  a 
learner  or  scholar ;  that  a  disciple  of  Christ  is,  therefore,  a 
learner  or  scholar  of  Christ.  I  said  that  this  was  all 
that  the  word  "  Christian  **  implied  ;  and  nothing  has  been 
stated  this  evening  to  shake  that  definition.  I  noticed  cer- 
tain objections  to  this  definition,  grounded  on  the  supposed 
necessity  of  believing  certain  leading  Orthodox  doctrines.  I 
noticed  the  objection  that  in  order  to  be  a  Christian  a  man 
must  believe  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  set  forth  by 
Trinitarians  ;  and  proved  that  the  Scriptures  taught  nothing 
of  the  kind.  I  noticed  the  objection  that  a  man  could  not 
be  a  Christian  unless  he  believed  in  the  doctrine  of  satisfac- 
tion to  justice  by  the  death  of  Christ ;  and  showed  that  this 
had  no  place  in  the  Scriptures.  I  noticed  the  objection  that 
a  man  could  not  be  a  Christian  unless  he  believed  in  the 
doctrine  of  natural,  hereditary,  total  depravity  ;  and  proved 
that  the  Scriptures  in  no  place  contained  any  such  doctrine, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  objection  was  altogether  unwarranted. 
I  further  noticed  the  objection  that  no  one  could  1^  a  Chris- 
tian unless  he  was  born  again,  and  showed,  that  every  on« 
who  believed  in  the  Messiah,  and  acted  according  to  that 
faith,  was  born  again,  was  bom  of  God.  It  was  said  that  a 
man  could  not  be  a  Christian  unless  he  depended  for  accep- 
tance on  the  merits  of  Christ  alone  :  I  showed  that  thft 
Scriptures  never  mentioned  such  a  thing  as  the  merits  of 
Christ,  and  could  not  therefore  require  men  to  trust  in  them. 
A**  to  the  other  parts  of  my  remarks,  they  appear  to  have  so 
far  commended  themselves  to  the  judgment  of  my  opponent, 
that  they  have  not  called  forth  any  thing  like  direct  oppo> 
sition.  He  says,  he  did  not  charge  me  with  denying  that 
Christ  had  come  in  the  flesh.  The  published  report,  how- 
ever, will  show  whether  1  am  correct  on  this  point  or  not. 
He  says,  my  changes  have  been  so  great  during  the  last  few 
years,  that  he  would  not  have  wondered  if  T  had  adopted  the 
ojd  heresy  of  the  Gnostics,     It  would  be  well  to  steer  clear 


76 

of  personal  matters,  according  to  the  rules  ;  but 
nent  brings  forward  evidence  in  this  discussion 
that  I  am  wrong,  I  will  change  again ^  'whether  t 
or  commend  me  for  the  change.  He  says  that  i 
establish  the  position  that  Jesus  was  the  San  of 
reject  the  two  first  chapters  of  Luke.  J  say  the 
false.  He  says  a  great  deal  about  the  ancient  here 
as  I  happen  to  have  at  hand  John  W'esley's  rerm 
respect  to  ancient  heretics,  and  the  conduct  of  the 
Orthodox  towards  them,  I  shall  read  a  few  sentence 
The  first  passage  I  find  in  the  213th  page  of  the  9t 
John  Wesley's  Works.  It  is  in  reference  to  Mi 
He  says, — "  The  bearing  a  faithful  testimony  agai 
general  corruption  of  Christians,  seems  to  have  rah 
outcry  against  Montanus ;  and  against  Tertuiiian  h 
when  he  was  convinced  that  the  testimony  of  Moniam 
true.  As  to  the  heresies  fathered  upon  Montanus,  it  j 
easy  to  find  what  they  were,  I  believe  his  grand  h 
was,  the  maintEiining  that  without  inward  and  outward 
ness  no  man  shall  see  the  Lord."  All  the  other  chi 
against  him  were  only  brought  forward  to  give  a  colon 
the  Orthodox  zeal  with  which  they  persecuted  him.  Spi 
ing  about  the  general  corruption  of  Christians,  he  states 
"  And  if  the  state  of  the  church  in  the  very  first  centi 
was  so  bad,  we  cannot  suppose  it  was  any  better  in  t 
second.  Undoubtedly  it  grew  worse  and  worse.  Terfuiiia 
one  of  the  most  eminent  Christians  of  that  age,  has  give 
us  an  account  of  it  in  various  parts  of  his  writings ;  whenc 
we  learn  that  real,  internal  religion,  was  hardly  found ;  nay 
that  not  only  the  tempers  Qf  the  Christians  were  exactly  thi 
same  with  those  of  their  heathen  neighbours,  (pride,  pas- 
sion, love  of  the  world,  reigning  alike  in  both,)  but  their 
lives  and  manners  also."  Some  objection  was  made  to  Mr. 
Barker  quoting  Wesley,  when  Mr.  Barker  said, — 

I  am  wishful  to  show  you  that  the  charges  brought  against 
Marcion  are  to  be  received  with  suspicion  as  coming  from 
enemies,  and  from  parties  whose  character  it  was,  from  the 
beginning,  first  to  make  doctrines  for  themselves,  and  substi- 
tute them  for  the  doctrines  of  Christ ;  and  then  to  abuse, 
persecute,  and  murder  those  who  would  not  swallow  their 
foolish  inventions.     And  T.'  shall  give  you  John  Wesley'? 
wotds  ;  as  you  might  fancy,  if  I  gave  you  my  own,  that  I 
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was  only  wishing  to  cover  myself.  After  speaking  of  th« 
general  corruption  of  Christianity  in  the  early  ages  ;  and 
having  stated— 

De.  Lees,  (who  had  been  in  ijonsultation  with  the  Um- 
pire and  Mr.  Grant)  here  made  a  communication  to  Mr. 
Barker. 

Mr.  barker  : — It  is  suggested  that  I  should  state  that 
I  adopt  this  statement  as  my  own.  Without  doubt,  I  do. 
At  the  same  time,  T  believe  John  Wesley  might  have  gone 
much  farthei*,  and  what  he  wrote  have  been  equally  true.  After 
stating  how  soon  the  mystery  of  iniquity  began  to  work,  and 
that  the  early  Christians  were  no  better  in  their  tempers,  lives, 
and  manners  than  the  heathen  around  them,  he  proceeds  to 
state  that  God  still  reserved  to  himself  a  few  to  bear  a  faithful 
testimony  against  the  general  corruption.  He  says,  at  page 
296, — "  God  always  reserved  a  seed  for  himself,  a  few  that 
worshipped  him  in  spirit  and  in  truth.  I  have  often  doubted, 
whether  these  were  not  the  very  persons  whom  the  rich  and 
honourable  Christians,  who  will  always  have  number  as  wdl 
as  power  on  their  side,  stigmatized,  from  time  to  time,  with 
the  title  of  Heretics,  Perhaps  it  was  chiefly  by  this  artifice 
of  the  devil  and  his  children,  that,  the  good  which  was  in 
them  being  evil  spoken  of,  they  were  prevented  from  being 
so  extensively  useful  as  otherwise  they  might  have  been. 
Nay,  I  have  doubted  whether  that  Arch-heretic  of  the  fifth 
century,  Montanus,  was  not  one  of  the  holiest  men  in  the 
second  century.  Yea,  I  would  not  affirm  that  the  Arch- 
heretic  of  the  fifth  century,  [Pelagius]  (as  plentifully  as 
he  has  been  bespattered  for  many  ages,)  was  not  one  of 
the  holiest  men  of  that  age,  not  excepting  St.  Augustine 
himself:  (a  wonderful  saint !  as  full  of  pride,  passion,  bit- 
terness, censoriousness,  and  as  foul-mouthed  to  all  that 
contradicted  him  as  George  Fox  himself.)  I  verily  be- 
lieve the  real  heresy  of  Pelagius"  (the  man  so  terribly 
denounced  in  our  days)  "was  neither  more  nor  less  than 
this,  the  holding  that  Christians  may,  by  the  grace  of  God, 
(not  without  it;  that  I  take  to  be  a  mere  slander)  *go  on  to 
perfection;'  or  in  other  words,  *  fulfil  the  law  of  Christ.' 
'But  St.  Augustine  says' — When  Augustine's  passions 
were  heated,  his  word  is  not  worth  a  rush.  And  here  is  the 
secret.  St.  Augustine  was  angry  at  Pelagius.  Hence  he 
slandered  and    abused   him  (as   his  manner  was)   without 
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either  feBX  or  shame.  And  St.  Augustine  \iras  th 
Christian  world,  what  Aristotle  was  SLfter\iraTds, 
needed  no  other  proof  of  any  assertion^  than  *  Jj 
St.  Augustine  said  it.*  **  \  have  not  the  slightest  6 
that  the  charges  generally  preferred  against  Marci 
much  of  the  same  character.  The  same  things  ha 
said  against  all  reformers,  not  only  Luther,  and  ' 
and  Paul,  hut  Jesus  Christ  himself.  The  most  \ 
characters  that  ever  lived  are  not  only  called  heretics 
phemers,  and  infidels,  but  they  are  spoken  of  as  worst 
infidels  when  they  lift  up  their  voices  against  orthodox  < 
and  set  themselves  to  reform  prevailing  coiruptions.  I 
been  the  custom  of  persecutors  in  all  ages,  to  use  refoi 
as  if  they  were  bad  men,  and  then,  to  justify  their  crue 
invent  and  propagate  all  kinds  of  slanders  against  tl 
After  having  made  these  statements,  I  leave  you  to  cons 
the  weight  of  my  opponent's  denunciations  against  Marci 
I  shall  briefly  reply  to  what  he  has  advanced  with  referej 
to  the  miraculous  conception ;  and  state  my  views  of  i 
doctrine  at  full  when  the  proper  season  comes. 

He  says,  the  Gnostics  were  almost  the  only  parties  wl 
denied  the  miraculous  conception.     It  is  not  true.     He  saj 
none  denied  it  after  that  till  Priestley  did  so.    False  again 
John  Elwall,  one  who  associated  chiefly  with  the  society  o: 
Friends,  wrote  a  work  against  it  before  the  time  of  Priestiey. 
He  says,  I  rejected  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  concepUon 
because  it  was  unimportant.     I  say  that  is  not  true.    I  only 
regarded  its  non- importance  as  one  out  of  a  many  proofs  that 
it  was  not  a  doctrine  of  God's  revelation.    He  says.  Lloyd 
Jones  said  that  it  did  not  matter  what  sentiments  a  man  held, 
if  his  life  were  right ;  and  that  this  was  like  the  sentiments 
I  had  laid  down.     There  is  no  resemblance  between  the  two 
sentiments.     I  teach  that  right  sentiments  are  of  great  impor- 
tance ;  that  they  are  the  spring  of  a  right  life.    He  says,  who 
gave  me  authority  to  release  men  from  obligation  to  believe 
any  part  of  the  word  of  God.     I  never  claimed  any  such 
authority.     He  says,  whatever  God  reveals  as  truth,  we  are 
bound  to  obey.     True ;  but  we  must  judge  what  God  hat 
revealed.     He  says,  can  I  prove  that  any  men  ever  oh\med 
God*s  favour  while  they  wilfvUy  rejected  any  portion  oiOod.'^ 
word  ?     I  answer  no  j  but  it  is  well  that  he  allows  a  man 
who  rejects  a  portion  of  God's  word  ignorantly  may  obtain 
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GoAV  favour.  Else,  he  would  shut  out  of  heaven  the  Good 
Samaritan,  who  tbok  the  five  books  of  Mdses  only,  while  he 
rejected  the  prophets  generally  ?  He  says,  I  represented 
Paul  as  meriting  God's  favour.  I  never  made  any  such 
statement ;  but  I  do  believe  that  God  rewards  the  improve- 
ment of  one  talent  with  the  bestowment  of  another.  He 
says,  God's  blessings  are  matters  of  free  mercy.  True :  but 
mercy  has  its  rules,  by  which  it  regulates  its  bestowment  of 
favours,  and  one  of  its  rules  is,  to  bless  those  who  improve 
the  blessings  already  received. 

And  now  for  my  Sophisms.  My  opponent  says,  the 
woman  of  Samaria  was  referred  to  by  me  as  a  Christian. 
That  is  a  mistake.  I  simply  referred  to  the  passage  to  show 
what  kind  oi faith  it  was  that  was  required  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament. As  to  whether  she  lived  according  to  that  faith,  and 
so  became  a  Christian,  I  do  not  know.  He  says,  can  a 
woman  who  has  heard  but  one  sermon  be  held  forward  as  a 
specimen  of  Christian  experience  and  character  %  Of  course, 
she  cannot.  He  says,  the  disciples  at  Ephesus  were  disciples- 
of  John.  It  is  nowhere  said  so  :  they  are  spoken  of  simply 
as  disciples.  He  says,  they  became  living  proofs  of  the 
Holy  Ghost's  personality  and  Godhead.  It  is  better  to  give 
proofs  than  to  make  bare  assertions.  He  says,  \  did  not  tell 
them  that  the  eunuch  had  been  at  Jerusalem,  acknowledging 
his  guilt,  and  his  need  of  a  vicarious  sacrifice.  Indeed  I  did 
not.  I  must  have  been  wise  above  what  is  written  if  I  had 
told  you  any  such  thing.  He  says,  the  eunuch  believed  in 
Christ's  death  for  our  sins.  He  might ;  but  the  confession 
of  faith  which  he  made  was,  that  he  believed  Jesus  Christ 
was  the  Son  of  God,  and  by  this  faith  he  was  saved.  He 
alluded  to  types  and  anti-types.  The  common  orthodox 
doctrine  of  types  appears  to  me  to  have  no  foundation  either 
in  reason  or  Scripture.  He  says  I  attempted  to  disprove 
the  doctrine  of  Christ's  sacrifice.  It  is  untrue.  I  only 
attempted  to  disprove  a  false  orthodox  notion  about  the  nature 
of  it,  showing  that  it  was  not  designed  to  satisfy  God's 
justice,  but  to  redeem  men  from  sin.  He  says,  I  attempted 
to  disprove  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  by  referring  to  the 
preceptive  parts  of  Scripture.  I  did  no  such  thing  ;  such 
talk  is  trifling,  and  wrong.  He  says,  I  have  laid  down  the  prin- 
ciple that  because  a  doctrine  is  not  taught  in  every  part  of  Scrip- 
ture, it  is  not  taught  there  at  all.     That  is  a  mis-statement^ 
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like  the  former  fts^rtion.     He  says,  I  refertied  ta  the 
of  Chnst  as  siiecimens  of  what  Christians  should    be 
timents,  &c.     t  did  not.     I  referred  to  them  only  a. 
ces,  only  as  disciples.     He  says  the  disciples  of  Cht 
very  defective.     I  said  so  too  last  night.       They  "virere 
many  defects,  and  yet  they  were  disciples   of    Chris 
assames,  to  night,  that  they  were  not  in  Grod*s  fa  row 
Jesus  Christ  told  them  that  their  names  were  written  i 
yen ;  and  that  when  he  should  come  in  his  glory,  tliey  i 
judge  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel.     Christ  said,    **  J  ai 
vine,  ye  are  the  branches;"  and  I  have  no  doubt  whe; 
opponent  preaches  from  that  text,  he  speaks  of  those  brai 
as  representing  true  Christians.  Other  disciples  were  called 
nal  at  Ctmnth,  and  were  said  to  walk  as  men  :  yet  at  the  £ 
time  Paul  regarded  them  as  disciples,  and  calls   them  ba 
babes  in  Christ.  They  were  not  full  gtown  spiritual  men,  bi 
mixture  of  spiritual  with  carnal,  yet  still  they  were  babes 
Christ.     He  says,  they  were  Christians,  though  only  bafc 
As    to    defects    in   khowledge,    Paul,  to  the  last,   said 
only  knew  in  part.     We  may  have  many  defects  both 
knowledge,  in  temper,  and  in  character;  yet,  at  the  san 
time,  if  we  believe  in  Christ,  if  we  strive  to  understand  an 
to  practise  his  doctrine,  to  drink  in  his  spirit,  to  imitate  hi 
example,  to  be  as  he  was  in  this  world,  our  defects  wii. 
never  shut  us  out  from  the  favour  of  God  our  Father,  oi 
exclude  us  from   the  kingdom   of  heaven.    My  opponent 
referred  to  the  passage   from  John,  and  said,  These  things 
are  written  that  ye  might  believe  that  Jesus  was  the  Son  of 
God — not  of  Joseph.     True  ;  nor  did  1  say  that  he  was  not 
the  Son  of  God :  and  yet  it  is  to  a  certainty  declared  that  he 
was  the  son  of  Joseph  ;  and  both  Matthew  and  Luke  trace 
his    pedigree   up  to  David,  through  Joseph  as  his  father. 
Several  other  passages  speak  of  him  as  the  son  of  man.    He 
calls  himself  a  good  deal  oftener  the  son  of  man,  than  the  Son 
of  God  ;  and  I  don't  know  why  we  should  reject  some  of  the 
plainest  testimonies  of  the  Saviour  himself. 

He  says,  I  quoted  the  passage — "Whosoever  helieyeth 
that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  is  bom  of  God,"  to  prove  that 
every  man  was  a  Christian  who  merely  believes  that  Jesus  is 
the  Christ.     I  did  not.     I  quoted  it  to  show  what  is  the 
faith  by  which  men  are  born  of  God.    But  I  took  especial 
pains  to  show  that  mere  belief  would  not  save  any  man,  that 
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no  faith  would  save  a  man,  unless  he  acted  according  to  his 
faith. 

He  then  wished  to  prove  that  the  old  heretics  believed  that 
Jesus  was  the  Christ,  though  they  rejected  certain  doctrines: 
and'he  gave  you  a  passage  from  the  New  Testament,  which 
said,  "  Many  deceivers  are  gone  out,  who  confess  not  that . 
Jesus  is  the  Christ,"  exactly  upsetting  his  own  statement ; 
and  proving  that  his  notion,  that  the  heretics  believed  Jesus 
to  be  the  Christ,  is  false. 

He  says,  a  man  must  not  only  believe  that  Jesus  is  the 
Christ,  but  he  must  believe  it  in  the  right  sense.  Of  course; 
and  I  showed  from  Christ's  own  words  what  the  right  sense  is. 
I  showed  you  for  what  purposes  Christ  was  declared  to  be 
anointed — viz,  anointed  by  God  to  preach  the  gospel  to  the 
poor,  and  the  like. 

He  says,  a  man  must  not  only  believe  Jesus  to  be  the 
Christ,  but  must  believe  the  resurrection,  the  atonement, 
&c.  Of  course,  he  must  believe  every  doctrine  as  it  comes  to 
be  revealed  to  him. 

He  says,  we  must  believe  in  the  general  resurrection. 
True  ;  and  in  the  happiness  of  heaven,  and  the  punishment 
of  the  wicked ;  in  the  equality  of  all  Christians ;  and  that 
none  should  be  called  masters  ;  in  the  duty  of  washing  each 
others  feet ;  in  the  impropriety  of  making  long  prayers,  and  of 
revelling  with  rich  friends,  instead  of  making  feasts  for  the  poor 
and  lame.  We  must  believe  in  the  duty  of  going  into  our  closets 
to  pray,  instead  of  into  the  streets  or  synagogue.  We  must 
believe  in  every  thing  that  Jesus  and  his  apostles  have  taught, 
in  proportion  as  it  comes  to  be  known  to  us  ;  and  we  should 
remember,  that  if  we  reject  any  such  doctrine,  after  becoming 
known  to  us  as  a  revelation  from  God,  we  shall  be  shut  out 
from  God's  favour.  We  must  believe  every  thing  God  reveals 
to  us,  for  if  we  wilfully  reject  the  slightest  point  of  what  we 
know  to  be  God's  truth,  we  commit  a  sin  against  our  own 
souls,  against  God,  and  against  the  whole  truth  in  the 
universe. 

He  says,  Hymeneus  and  Philetus  believed  in  Jesus  as  the 
Christ,  and  yet  denied  the  resurrection.  But  he  gave  no 
proof  of  this. 

He  says,  I  have  held  the  notion  that  the  miraculous  con- 
ception is  not  of  Scripture  authority  for  20  months  only, 
while  I  held  the  contrary  opinion  20  years.  My  answer  is, 
what  then  ? 
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He  says,  I  should  have  read  scores  of  volum  i 
gave  it  up.     I  say  one  plain  testimony  of  Grod  is  n 

than  a  thousand  volumes. 

He  says,  Richard  Wright's  tract   accupiem   only 
What  an  argument !     John's  Grospel  ia  perhaps  no 

large. 

He  says,  that  in  my  "  Reformer  **   you  may  see  st 
I  answer,  I  see  but  little  in  what  was  read  from  the 
mer,"  at  variance  with  what  I  now  hold. 

He  saya,  these  statements  in  the  Evangelical  Refer 
worthy  of  respect.  And  yet  Conference  said  they  wen 
tive,  and  censured  me  for  them,  and  he  was  in  the  Conft 

He  says,  that  for  20  years  I  held  opposite  TiewB  to  ^ 
now  hold,  and  that  my  present  views  on  the  miraculous  cc 
tion  are  only  20  months  old.  I  answer,  that  PauVa,  Lui 
and  Wesley's  good  views,  and  all  the  views  of  orthodox 
were  at  one  period  only  20  minutes  old  ;  and  jet  they  n 
be  as  true  as  if  they  had  been  20  generations  old. 

He  proposed  to  state  what  Mr.  Barker's  reasons  were 
rejecting  the  miraculous  conception.  He,  however,  did  j 
give  them.  He  should  have  taken  them  one  by  one,  as  th 
stand,  and  answered  them  fairly.  But  he  might  have  se( 
from  the  passages  remaining  behind,  that  in  the  tract  I 
referred  to,  I  had  only  stated  one  small  portion  of  my  reason 
for  rejecting  the  doctrine.  A  vast  amount  of  evidence  J  shai 
bring  forward  at  the  proper  time,  and  we  shall  see  how  hi 
answers  my  reasons,  when  I  come  to  state  them. 

He  sa^S,  Schulz  examined  nearly  300  additional  manu- 
scripts. But  he  did  not  tell  us  the  age  of  those  mana- 
scripts,  nor  the  dangers  to  which  manuscripts  are  JiabJe. 

He  referred  to  the  epistles  of  Ignatius.    I  would  ask;  how 
many  of  those  epistles  are  known  to  be  spurious,  and  how 
many  of  the  genuine  ones  to  be  interpolated  1    One  quota- 
tion he  gave  from  Ignatius,  "Our  God  was  conceived  of  Mary.  * 
You  may  know,  from  that,  of  what  age  they  smelJed.    I 
wish  to  say  that  I  have  read  my  opponent's  arguments,  in 
his  tract  on  the  Incarnation,  and  I  shall  examine  them  tho- 
roughly, if  spared,  before  the  discussion  closes. 

He  says,  the  evidence  against  his  arguments  is  the  testi- 
mony of  one  man,  Marcion.  It  is  neither  the  testimony  of 
one,  nor  of  a  hundred  men.  It  is  a  vast  amount  of  evidence 
Qf  various  kii^ds,  which  I  ^m  persuaded  ^H  so  shah  the 
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belief  of  this  doctrine  in  the  minds  of  many  orthodox  people, 
that  they  will  never  be  able  to  hold  firmly  the  fable  again." 
(Laughter.) 

He  spoke  of  some  men  being  God's  enemies,  and  charged 
them  with  aiming  at  destroying  men's  souls,  because  they  differ 
from  him  in  opinion  ;  and  he  made  what  appeared  a  profane 
appeal  to  our  heavenly  Father.  It  would  be  wise  if  men 
would  learn  to  be  careful  how  they  charge  others  with  being 
God's  enemies,  and  with  aiming  at  destroying  men's  souls. 

He  refers  again  to  Marcion's  character.  I  have  already 
replied  to  those  talcs  of  Marcion's  enemies,  and  given  John 
Wesley's  opinion  of  the  credit  due  to  the  slanders  of  orthodox 
persecutors  against  those  whom  they  chose  to  denounce  as 
heretics.  I  may  now  add,  that  the  charges  against  Luther 
Wesley,  Paul,  Christ,  were  still  worse.  The  lies  and 
slanders  of  many  of  the  advocates  of  orthodoxy  of  the  present 
day  are  unbounded.    Their  misrepresentations  without  end. 

I  have  just  one  addition  to  make  in  reference  to  what  con- 
stitutes a  disciple  of  Christ.  It  is  from  John  Wesley,  vol. 
7,  p.  321 : — His  words  are  "  Nor  does  it  in  any  wise  appear, 
that  the  disciples  who  came  unto  him  were  the  twelve  only. 
Oi  mathetai  atUou,  his  disciples,  without  any  force  put  upon 
the  expression,  mav  be  understood  of  all  who  desired  to  Uarn, 
of  him." 

I  would  just  refer  also  to  the  passage,  "  He  that  belie veth 
not"  God,  hath  made  him  a  liar."  In  the  1st  Epistle  of 
John,  at  the  5th  chapter,  the  9th  and  following  verses,  we 
read,  "  If  we  receive  the  witness  of  men,  the  witness  of  God 
is  greater  ;  for  this  is  the  witness  of  God  which  he  hath  tes- 
tified of  his  Son.  He  that  believe th  on  the  Son  of  God  hath 
the  witness  in  himself :  he  that  believeth  not  God  hath  made 
him  a  liar ;  because  he  believeth  not  the  record  that  God 
gave  of  his  Son."  Now  what  is  the  record  that  God  gave  ? 
That  Christ  made  satisfaction  to  divine  justice  ?  that  there 
is  a  trinity  of  persons  in  one  God  ?  Hark  you, — "  And  this 
is  the  record,  that  God  hath  given  to  us  eternal  life,  and  this 
life  is  in  his  Son."     Now,  we  have  never  rejected  this  record. 

I  understand  that  the  statement  I  made  last  night,  respect<^ 
ing  Walter  Balmer,  has  been  called  in  question.  I  have  here 
John  Mawson's  letter,  written  and  sent  to  me  shortly  after 
the  accident  occurred.  He  says, — '*  Poor  Walter  Balmer 
met  with  a  frightful  accident  on  Wednesday — he  got  entan- 
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gled  in  the  machinery  at  Coulthard^s  factory,  and  '. 
up  to  the  thigh  torn  to  pieces.  It  had  to  be  amp\i 
to  the  body.  I  was  present  during  the  operation. 
dreadful  sight.  He  bore  it  well.  W^'hen  I  vrej 
praising  God  for  his  goodness.  He  told  me  to  tell 
call  and  see  him ;  and  that  true  religion  consisted  in  h 
/ind  doing  good  ;  that  whatever  William  Cooke  oi 
else  might  say,  the  religion  he  professed  in  health  co 
port  him  under  the  most  agonizing  suffering,  and  in  t 
pect  of  a  painful  death.  Such  a  testimony,  under  b 
cumstances,  is  valuable.  In  the  gradiial  approach  oi 
the  sensibilities  become  benumbed,  and  \%e  are  lost 
acuteness  of  feeling  we  possess  in  health.  But  here 
strong  man,  full  of  life,  and  health,  and  vigour,  both  oi 
and  mind,  in  a  moment  brought  under  the  most  agoi 
suffering — to  the  point  of  separation  from  all  that  was 
to  him  ;  and  we  hear  him  speak  £ls  above,  and  further 
*  I  never  knew  till  now  the  meaning  of  that  verse  of  Pa 
—'Sorrowful,  yet  always  rejoicing.'  The  sight  excitei 
my  mind  the  most  painful  sympathies,  StiJJ  it  was  a  pr 
lege  to  witness  the  power  of  religion — the  triumph  of  Chi 
tian  principle,"  That  is  the  testimony  of  an  eye-witne 
Since  then  the  sufferer  has  left  the  world,  and  gone  to  h 
rest  in  heaven  :  and  he  died,  as  he  lived,  in  peace. 

I  come  now  to  notice  the  second  subject,  the  New  Testa 
ment  doctrine  of  the  Atonement,  &c.    My  first  ohservatioi 
is,  that  the  word  *  atonement '  occurs  but  once  in  the  whoh 
New  Testament.     The  frequency  with  which  the  word  is 
used,  by  most  professed  teachers  of  the  Gospel,  might  iead 
you  to  imagine  that  the  New  Testament  was  fuJl  of  it    Yet 
thai  is  the  fact.     In  the  whole  New  Testament  there  is  hut 
one  place  where  the  word  occurs  ;  and  that  is  in  the  Epistle 
to  the  Romans,  5th  chapter  and  the  11th  verse;  "And not 
only  so,  but  we  also  joy  in  God  through  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  by  whom  we  have  now  received  the  atonement." 

I  would  next  observe  that  the  word  translated  "atone- 
ment," is,  in  the  margin,  rendered  "reconciliation."    The 
word  "  reconciliation"  is  given  by  the  translatons  as  the  most 
literal  interpretation.     I  may  also  observe  that  John  Wesley, 
in  his  translation  of  the  New  Testament,  adopts  that  render- 
ing.    Adam  Clarke,  Dr.  Conquest,  and  ever)' orthodox  and 
every  heterodox  translator,  that  I  have  seen  for  soin«  y«ar«, 
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give  the  word  "  reconciliation"  instead  of  "  atonement." 
In  no  new  translation  of  the  New  Testament  therefore,  that 
I  have  seen,  is  the  word  atonement  to  be  found  at  all,  from 
the  beginning  to  the  end. 

My  next  observation  is,  that  the  reconciliation  here  men- 
tioned  could  not  be  satisfaction  to  justice  ;  for  the  apostle 
mj^  says,  "  By  whom  we  have  now  received  the  atonement,"  or 
reconciliation.  If  it  had  been  a  satisfaction  to  divine  justice, 
God  must  have  received  it ;  but  it  is  we  who  receive  it, 
not  God. 

I  may  further  observe,  that  this  reconciliation  is  not  the 
reconciliation  of  God  to  man,  but  of  man  to  God.  It  is  not 
God  that  is  spoken  of  as  man's  enemy,  and  needing  to  be 
reconciled  to  us  ;  but  it  is  man  that  is  spoken  of  as  God's 
enemy  ;  it  is  man  that  is  represented  as  needing  to  be  recon- 
ciled, and  made  friends  with  God.  Hence  the  apostle  says, 
in  verse  10,  "  If,  when  we  were  enemies,  we  were  reconciled 
to  God  by  the  death  of  his  Son,  much  more,  being  reconciled, 
we  shall  be  saved  by  his  life."  It  has  been  the  idea 
of  some,  that  it  was  God  that  needed  reconciliation  ;  that  God 
was  so  terribly  implacable,  that  his  justice  must  be  satisfied  ; 
and  that  he  must  be  reconciled  before  man  could  be  saved. 
This  passage  plainly  shows  that  it  was  man  that  needed 
reconciling,  that  it  was  man  that  was  the  enemy  of  God,  and 
that  wanted  changing  into  the  friend  of  God.  God  was 
good  enough  from  the  beginning.  He  is  all  men's  friend. 
And  in  the  fulness  of  his  love,  he  sought  to  bring  man  from 
his  carnality,  which  was  enmity  with  God,  and  from  his  bad 
ways  of  life,  .for  man  was  at  enmity  with  God  through  wicked 
works ;  and  by  the  death  of  Christ  to  turn  him  into  the 
friend  of  God.  Christ  died  then  to  reconcile  men  to  God,  b) 
turning  men  from  their  iniquities.  Just  as  a  good  man  who 
has  an  enemy,  tries  to  reconcile  him,  and  to  turn  him  into  a 
friend,  by  doing  him  good  ;  so  does  God  try  to  bring  men  to 
become  his  friends,  by  showing  his  love  to  them.  For,  as 
my  opponent  said,  "We  love  him,  because  he  first  loved  us." 
God  manifests  his  love  to  us,  in  order  to  win  our  heaits  to 
himself,  as  the  hymn  expresses  it, 

"  He  gaye  his  Son  my  heart  to  wiu, 
To  buy  me  from  the  power  of  ain, 
And  make  me  lore  again." 
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That  is  the  reconciliation  here  mentioned.       It 

reconciliation  that  is  mentioned    in     2nd     Oorin 
chapter,  .beginning  at  the  14th  verse  :    '^  Tlie   lov4 
constraineth  us ;  because  we  thus  Judge,  that  if  or 
all,  then  were  all  dead  :  and  that   he    died  for  alK 

for  1     To  satisfy  justice  ?     Hark  you  I "  Tiiat   th 

live  should  not  henceforth  live   unto    themselves^ 
him  which  died  for  them,  and  rose  again.      Therefoi 
man  be  in  Christ  he  is  a  new  creature  :   old  things  an 
away ;  behold,  all  things  are  become  new.      And  aL 
are  made  new  by  God,  who  hath  reconciled  us  to  him 
Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  given  to  us  the  ministTy  ofrecc 
tion," — that  is,  the  work  of  reconciliation  ;   *'  To  wii 
God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the  world  unto  himsel 
imputing  their  trespasses  unto  them  ;  and  hath  comm 
unto  us  the  word  of  reconciliation."     Not  imputing 
trespasses  unto  them  ;  for  when  men  are  reconciled  to  C 
made  friends  to  God,  he  is  no  longer  angiy  with  them. 
receives  them  graciously.     The  prodigal  son  was  guilty 
great  folly  and  sin  ;  but  when  he  returned  penitent,  a 
craved  forgiveness,  his  father  received  him  kindly.    He  did  n 
demand  the  restoration  of  the  property  wasted  in  proAigac 
or  satisfaction  for  the  injury  or  pain  occasioned  by  his  ingrati 
tude,  but  called  to  his  servants  to  *^  bring  hither  the  fattec 
calf,"  and  make  a  feast,  that  he  and  his  ne^hbours  might 
rejoice  ;  "  for  this  my  son  was  dead,  and  is  alive  again  ;  he 
was  lost,  and  is  found."     So  with  God  our  Father,    God 
reconcileth  "  the  world  unto  himself,  not  imputing  their  tres- 
passes unto  them  ;  and  hath  committed  unto  us  the  word  of 
reconciliation.     Now,  then,  we  are  ambassadors  for  Christ, 
as  though  God  did  beseech  you  by  us ;  we  pray  you  in  ChdsVB 
stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God.    For  he  hath  made  him  to 
be  sin  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin."    What  for  ?    To  satisfy 
justice  ?      No  ;  the  passage  is  all  of  a  piece, — "  That  we 
might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him"— that  we 
might  be  made  God*s  righteouspeople  through  him.    Becon- 
dliation  is  again  mentioned  in  Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Ephe- 
sians,  the  2nd  chapter,  beginning  at  the  13th  verse;  "But 
now  in  Jesus  Christ,  ye  who  sometimes  were  far  off,  ate 
made  nigh  by  the  blood  of  Christ."    His  blood  is  shed,  not 
to  satisfy  God's  justice,  but  to  bj^ng  us  nigh  to  God.    ^'  For 
he  is  our  peace,  who  hath  made  both  one,  and  hath  broken 
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down   the  middle   wall  of  partition  betwec^n  us  :    having 
abolished  in  his  ilesh  the  enmity,  even  the  law  of  command- 
ments contained  in  ordinances  ;  for  to  make  in  himself  of 
twain  one  new  man,  so  making  peace  ;  and  that  he  might 
reconcile  both  unto  God  in  one  body  by  the  cross,  having 
slain  the .  enmity  thereby."     Here  was  a  double  reconcilia- 
tion.    The  Jews  and  Gentiles  were  at  variance  with  each 
other.     The  Jews  treated  the  Gentiles  as  if  they  were  dogs, 
and  hated  the  Samaritans,  with  whom  they  would  have  no 
dealings  ;  and  the  Gentiles  were  bitterly  disposed  towards  the 
Jews.     God  knew  that  so  long  as  men  entertained  these 
feelings  towards  each  other,  they  could  never  be  happy.     He 
therefore  wished  to  reconcile  them,  to  make  them  friends : 
to  make  of  two  opposing  parties  one  new  man,  or  one  new 
harmonious  society.     And  while  thus  seeking  to  reconcile 
men  one  to  the  other,  he  is  anxious  to  reconcile  both  to 
God — to  induce  them  both  to  love  God,  and  one  another  ; 
and  Jesus,  by  thus  uniting  man  to  man,  and  all  mankind  to 
God,  makes  all  men  happy  ;  and  both  brings  down  the  hap- 
piness of  heaven  to  earth,  and  lifts  up  earth  towards  heaven. 
The  subject  of  reconciliation  is  noticed  again  in  the  Epistle 
to  the  Colossians,  1st  chapter,  beginning  at  the  20th  verse  : 
"  And,  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of  his  cross, 
by  him  to  reconcile  all  things  to  himself ;  by  him,  I  say, 
whether  they  he  things  in  earth,  or  things  in  heaven."    That 
is,  Jews  or  Gentiles.     This  phrase  is  sometimes  supposed, 
by  orthodox  people,  to  mean  the  natural  universe  ;  but  it  is 
impossible  that  this  should  be  its  meaning  here  ;  for  no  one 
would  contend  that  Christ  gave  his  life  to  reconcile  the  earth 
and  skies  to  God.     "  All  things  in  heaven  and  earth,"  mean 
all  mankind.  Gentiles  and  Jews  ;  and  the  object  of  Christ 
wks  to  reconcile  both  unto  God.      "And  you,  that  were 
sometimes. alienated  and  enemies  in  your  minds  by  wicked 
works" — not  because  they  were  naturally  depraved — "yet 
now  hath  he  reconciled  in  the  body  of  his  flesh  through 
death,  to  present  you  holy,  and  unblameable,  and  unreprov- 
able,  in  his  sight :  if  ye  continue  in  the  faith  grounded  and 
settled,  and  be  not  moved  away  from  the  hope  of  the  Gospel, 
which  ye  have  heard,  and  which  was  preached    to  every 
creature  which  is  under  heaven  ;  whereof  I,  Paul,  am  made 
a  minister."     Here,  again,  we  find  there  is  nothing  about 
reconciling  God  to  man  ;  it  is  all  about  reconciling  man  to 
God. 
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The  subject  of  reconciliation  is  mentioned  in    : 
other  portions  of  Scripture.     The  meanings  is  nci 
given  there  as  in  the  passages  already    quoted  ;    I 
reason  to  believe  that  the  meaning  is  the  same  in.  ti 
passages,  as  in  the  plainer  ones.      And  -we  ought  n 
use  of  dark  passages  to  obscure  clear  ones  ;    but  of 
to  make  plain  the  dark  ones.     And  here  you  have 
of  very  plain  and  clear  passages,  ^v'hich  any  man 
prejudice  may  understand,  to  enable   you    to  intei 
darker  ones,  and  so  enable  you  to  see  clearly  what  t 
Testament  doctrine  of  reconciliation  is.      There  is  no  : 
about  it.     It  is  the  simplest  thing  in  the  world.      Gh 
Father,  had  a  number  of  children  who  ran  away  froi 
and  became  rebellious,  and  so  fond  of  carnal  pleasures 
they  did  not  like  to  retain  God  in  their  thoughts  ;  anc 
by  their  love  of  sinful  pleasures,  they  became  his  ene 
God  saw  that  this  would  prove  their  ruin  ;  and  having 
pleasure  in  the  death  of  the  wicked,  he  aenda  his  Soi 
reconcile  them — ^to  bring  them'  from  living  to  themselves 
live  unto  God ;  to  create  them  anew,  that  they  might  I 
no  longer  after  the  ilesh,  but  after  the  spirit ;  that  they  mig 
thus  have  peace  of  mind.    Christ  died,  then,  to  reconcile  me 
to  each  other,  and  to  reconcile  all  unto  God,  that  men  migh 
be  friends  to  each  other,  and  to  God  ;  that  peace  in  word  am 
deed  might  prevail  among  all  mankind,  and  glory  to  Qod  in 
the  highest  be  promoted,  and  peace,  and  purity,  and  hies- 
sedness  be  diffused  throughout  all  the  earth.    Such  is  the 
doctrine  of  reconciliation,  as  laid  down  in  the  New  Testament. 
If  you  want  a  clearer  and  more  rational  view  of  this  doctrine, 
I  am  s^ure  I  know  not  where  to  seek  it.  Compare  the  orthodox 
doctrine  with  this  ;  the  one  is  all  darkness  and  clouds— the 
other  is  bright  and  glorious  as  the  day.    When  the  defender 
of  the  orthodox  doctrine  attempts  to  explain  his  views,  yea 
lose  him,  and  he  loses  you  ;  and  after  talking  in  the  dark,  he 
ends  all  by  telling  you  it  is  a  mystery.    It  is  not  a  mystery, 
but,  as  the  apostle  says,  so  plain  that  it  commends  itself  to 
every  man's  conscience  in  the  fear  of  God. 

We  come  next  to  the  doctrine  of  Redemption..  There  are 
also  some  passages  of  Scripture  which  make  ^ii;  quite  plain. 
Take,  for  example,  the  second  chapter  of  Titus,  beginning  at 
the  11th  verse  : — "  For  the  grace  of  God  that  bringeth  sal- 
vation hath  appeared  to  all  men,  teaching  us  that,  denyinfi 
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'iirtgodliness  and  worldly  lusts,  we  should  live  soberly,  righte- 
ously, and  godly,  in  this  present  world  ;  looking  for  that 
blessed  hope,  and  the  glorious  appearing  of  the  great  God, 
and  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ ;  who  gave  himself  for  us, 
that  he  might  redeem  ils  from  all  iniquity,  and  purify  unto 
himself  a  peculiar  people  zealous  of  good  works."  This  is 
the  redemption  that  is  by  Christ  Jesus, — ^redemption  from 
all  iniquity, — being  redeemed  from  all  impurity,  and  made 
a  peculiar  people,  zealous  of  good  works.  In  the  1st  Epistle 
of  Peter,  the  1st  chapter,  beginning  at  the  18th  verse,  I  find 
another  passage  of  like  import : — "  Forasmuch  as  ye  know, 
that  ye  were  not  redeemed  with  corruptible  things,  as  silver 
and  gold" — Redeemed  from  what  ?  "  From  your  vain  con- 
versation,^^ that  is,  your  foolish  and  vdcked  way  of  life, 
"  received  by  tradition  from  your  fathers  ;  but  with  the  pre- 
cious blood  of  Christ,  as  of  a  lamb  without  blemish  and 
without  spot."  There  are  some  passages  in  which  the  word 
Redemption  is  not  so  clearly  explained  as  in  those  which  I 
have  given  you  ;  but  don*t  act  on  the  common  principle  of 
men,  who  take  one  dark  passage  in  order  to  make  a  dozen  plain 
ones  mysterious.  Take  the  plain  ones,  which  you  cannot 
help  but  understand  ;  and  by  the  help  of  the  plain  ones, 
m^e  the  dark  ones  clear.  I  may  remark  also,  that  even  in 
the  Revelations,  Jesus  Christ  is  represented  as  redeeming 
mankind,  noi from  God,  but  to  God  : — "  hast  redeemed  us  to 
God  by  thy  blood  out  of  every  kindred,  and  tongue,  and  peo- 
ple, and  nation." 

The  next  point  in  connection  with  the  work  of  Christ, 
is  that  of  bearing  our  sins.  Jesus  Christ  is  said  to  have  borne 
our  sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree.  And  this  passage  was 
quoted  by  my  opponent, — ^**  Behold  "the  Lamb  of  God  that 
taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world."  He  intimated  that  wo 
ought  to  believe  and  to  cherish  this  doctrine.  We  ought ; 
but  we  should  be  careful  to  understand  it  in  its  right  sense. 
How  did  Christ  bear  our  sins  ?  I  think  there  is  a  passage 
in  Matthew,  the  8th  chapter,  beginning  at  the  16th  verse, 
which  will  explain  this  matter  to  you  : — "  When  the  even  was 
come,  they  brought  unto  him  many  that  were  possessed  with 
devils :  and  he  cast  out  the  spirits  with  his  word,  and  healed  all 
that  were  sick  :  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was  spoken  by 
Esaias  the  prophet,"  in  the  chapter  that  the  eunuch  was 
reading,  and  from  which  he  got  his  notions  of  the  object  of 
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Christ's  death  ;  ''*  That  it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was  spo- 
ken by  Esaias  the  prophet,  saying,  Himself  took  our  infir- 
mities, and  bare  our  sicknesses.'*  How  did  Jesus  take  our 
infirmities,  and  bear  our  sicknesses  ?  He  cured  people  of 
them.  He  made  sick  people  whole.  He  made  the  body 
which  was  broken  with  affliction,  healthy  and  sound.  That 
is,  he  bore  away  people's  sicknesses, — took  them  away.  And 
why  should  not  this  passage  be  allowed  to  explain  the  other 
passages,  which  speak  of  bearin^sins  ?  How  does  he  bear 
our  sins  1  He  bears  them  awapy  he  takes  them  away.  He 
is  the  Lamb  of  God  that  taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world 
He  cures  us  of  them,  and  thus  bears  them  away.  He  did 
not  take  men's  diseases  on  himself  literally.  He  was  not 
himself  afflicted  with  all  the  poor  people's  diseases  whom  he 
cured.  No  more  was  he  ever  afflicted  with  men's  sins 
literally.  He  bears  them  both  away  from  us.  He  cures 
men  of  their  iniquities,  and  makes  bad  folk  good :  just  as 
he  cured  sick  people  of  their  complaints.  And,  as  he  "  took 
^  our  infirmities,  and  bare  our  sicknesses  by  curing  and  remov- 
ing them  ;  so  he  bears  our  sins  in  the  self-same  sense,  by 
curing  us  of  them,  and  making  us  good. 

I  have  next  to  notice  the  doctrine  of  Propitiation.  My 
opponent  quoted  a  passage  repeatedly,  where  Christ  is  said 
to  be  set  forth  as  a  propitiation.  Most  commentators  trans- 
late this  word  mercy-seat.  The  mercy-seat  was  the  covering  of 
the  ark,  over  which  the  divine  glory  manifested  itself;  where 
the  visible  appearance  of  God  dwelt ;  and  where  G^d  gave  forth 
his  oracles  to  his  people,  instructing  and  directing  them.  Jesus 
is  set  forth  as  a  mercy-seat  in  the  same  way.  God  dwells  in 
Christ, — dwells  in  him  more  gloriously  than  in  the  temple 
of  Solomon.  He  is  literally  a  mercy-seat.  The  fulness  of 
the  Godhead  dwelt  in  him  bodily,  and  shone  forth  through 
him.  We  see  in  Jesus  the  image  of  God, — God  personified, 
— the  character  of  our  heavenly  Father  unfolded.  Through 
Jesus,  God  gives  his  oracles  to  his  priests  ;  not  to  one  man 
here  and  there,  who  has  made  himself  a  priest,  but  to  every 
man.  For  all  men  are  priests  under  the  Christian  dispensa- 
tion. No  man  now  has  a  right  to  regard  himself  as  a  priest, 
more  than  the  humblest  of  his  brethren.  Every  one,  there- 
fore, is  entitled  to  enter  the  holy  of  holies,  the  presence  of 
Jesus,  to  receive  the  oracles  of  God  from  Christ,  and  be  con- 
ducted by  him  to  blessedness  and  heaven.     Jesus,  therefore^ 
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is  our  mercy-seat  or  propitiation.  But  it  is  said^  that  Christ 
is  a  propitiatory  sacrifice^  a  sacrifice  which  makes  God  propi- 
tious, secures  his  favour,  and  turns  away  his  wrath.  I  have 
no  objection  to  this  explanation,  rightly  understood,  for  it  is 
strictly  heterodox.  1  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  does  turn  away 
God's  wrath,  and  make  him  favourable, — that  he  does  induce 
him  to  look  upon  mankind  with  approbation.  The  simple 
question  is,  haw  he  does  it  ?  Lsay  he  does  it  by  redeeming  men 
from  sin,  and  not  by  making  satisfaction  to  justice.  God  is  ^„.^ 
as  much  against  any  sinner  that  continues  in  sin  now,  as  he 
was  before  Christ  died.  God*s  wrath  is  still  revealed  from- 
heaven  against  all  ungodliness  and  unrighteousness  of  men. 
But  when  we  are  redeemed  from  sin  by  Christ's  death,  God's 
wrath  is  turned  away  from  them  as  a  matter  of  course,  for 
there  is  nothing  left  to  provoke  his  wrath.  When  Christ  has 
brought  men  from  iniquity,  changed  their  hearts,  and  made 
them  zealous  of  good  works,  God  can  do  no  other  than  love 
them.  When  men  are  brought  from  ungodliness  and  sin, 
God's  wrath  is  gone  ;  it  is  turned  away  whenever  sin  is  van- 
quished. God  always  loved  the  righteous,  and  he  always 
will.  He  never  was  well  pleased  with  the  wicked,  and  he 
never  can  be..  Christ  never  purchased  the  favour  of  God  for 
the  wicked  ;  and  he  never  needed  to  purchase  it  for  the  good. 
He  is  our  propitiation  by  turning  us  from  our  iniquities,  and 
by  bringing  us  to  holiness,  so  that  God  may  look  on  us  with 
approbation,  and  receive  us  with  delight. 

Several  passages  speak  of  Christ's  blood  as  cleansing  men 
from  sin,  and  purging  their  conscience  from  dead  works,  and 
bringing  them  to  serve  the  living  God.  These  passages  are  all 
in  harmony  with  the  views  which  we  are  unfolding.  We  t^ 
are  sometimes  represented  as  denying  the  efficacy  of  Christ's 
blood.  We  never  denied  any  such  thing.  We  only  say,  its 
efficacy  is  directed,  not  to  satisfy  justice,  but  to  cleanse  men 
from  sin,  to  purge  their  souls,  to  make  them  good,  and  thus 
to  make  them  truly  happy.  We  believe  that  the  blood  of 
Christ  cleanseth  those  who  receive  the  Gospel,  and  obey  it, 
from  all  sin.  It  has  been  the  means  of  redeeming  milUons 
from  iniquity,  and  making  them  a  peculiar  people  zealous  of 
good  works. 

In  other  passages  of  Scripture  we  are  said  to  have  the  for- 
giveness of  sins  through  the  blood  of  Christ ;  and  one  pas- 
sage is  often  quoted  which  says,  "  without  shedding  of  blood 
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there  is  no  remission.*'  These  passages  also  are  in  agreement 
with  our  views.  We  do  obtain  the  forgiveness  of  sin  through 
Christ's  blood  ;  but  does  God  ever  forgive  men  while  they 
eorUinv/e  in  sin  ?  When  men  are  redeemed  from  iniquity, 
their  sins  are  forgiven ;  and  as  Christ's  blood  brings  men 
from  sin  to  God,  men  are  said  to  have  forgiveness  through 
his  blood.  And  we  believe  that  the  words  employed  in 
reference  to  the  law  of  Moses  are,  in  general,  applicable  even 
now,  that  without  shedding  of  blood  there  is  no  remission. 
There  is  no  remission  of  sins,  without  redemption  or  deliver- 
ance from  sin  ;  and  as  Christ's  blood  was  necessary  to  bring 
men  from  sin,  it  was  necessary  to  the  remission  or  forgive- 
ness of  sin. 

It  is  frequently  said  in  Scripture  that  Christ  "  died  for 
us  ;  "  and  some  argue  from  this  form  of  expression,  that  he 
died  as  a  vicarious  sacrifice,  to  satisfy  divine  justice.  We 
are,  however,  taught,  that  as  Christ  laid  down  his  life  for 
us,  we  ought  also  to  lay  down  our  lives  for  the  brethren. 
But  are  we  exhorted  to  lay  them  down  as  a  vicarious  sacri- 
fice, to  satisfy  divine  justice  ?  We  are  to  lay  down  our  lives 
for  the  brethren,  as  Christ  did  for  us,  as  a  proof  of  our  love 
for  them,  or  to  do  them  good.  Jesus  laid  down  his  life  for 
mankind,  as  a  proof  of  God's  love  to  us,  and  for  our  good, 
that  he  might  bring  us  to  God,  to  holiness,  to  heaven.  If 
we  say,  that,  because  it  is  written  that  Christ  died  for  us, 
we  are  to  believe  that  he  died  as  our  substitute,  and  not 
simply  for  our  good,  to  cure  us  of  sin,  we  must  go  further, 
and  because  it  is  said  that  Christ  died  for  our  sins,  we  must 
conclude  that  he  died  in  the  stead  of  our  sins,  died  that  they 
might  never  die.  Whereas  the  truth  is  that  he  died  to  put  our 
sins  to  death  ;  to  destroy  sin.  It  is  also  said  that  he  rose 
again  for  us ;  but  shall  we  say  that  he  rose  again  as  our 
substitute  ?  It  is  also  said  that  he  hath  ascended  into 
heaven  for  us.  But  not  as  our  substitute,  but  that  we  may 
do  the  same  thing.  Who  would  like  the  idea  that  he  has 
gone  to  heaven  in  our  stead  1  Nay,  rather,  would  they  not 
rather  wish  to  believe  that,  as  he  himself  said,  he  has  gone 
on  purpose  to  prepare  a  place  for  us  ;  and  that  he  will  come 
again  and  receive  us  unto  himself ;  that  where  he  is,  there 
we  may  be  also.  He  is  said  to  have  obtained  eternal 
redemption  for  us.  But  does  this  mean  that  Christ  has  got 
tternal  happiness  in  our  stead,  and  that  we  can  never  have 
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it  7  No,  it  means  that  he  has  obtained  it,  that  we  may  share 
it  with  him,  and  enjoy  his  glory  for  ever. 

A  passage  is  referred  to,  in  Hebrews,  i.  3,  which  speaks  of 
Christ  having  already  purged  our  sins,  and  we  are  asked,  how 
could  it  be  said  that  Christ  had  purged  our  sins  so  long  ago, 
if  by  purging  men's  sins  he  meant  curing  people  of  their 
sins  ;  making  sinful  persons  holy  ?  We  are  reminded  by  our 
opponents,  that  Christ  has  not  yet  purged  men's  sins  in  our 
sense  ;  that  he  has  not  yet  made  all  men  actually  holy.  We 
grant  it.  Then  how  has  he  purged  sin  i  We  answer  ;  it 
ns  said  that  Jesus  Christ  hath  abolished  death,  and  brought 
life  and  immortality  to  light.  Hath  he  abolished  death, 
literally  1  Has  death  already  ceased  to  be  1  Do  not  men  still 
die  ?  Why,  death  is  the  last  enemy  that  shall  be  destroyed. 
How,  then,  has  Christ  abolished  that  whose  destruction  has 
to  be  so  late.  We  answer  ;  he  has  done  that  which  shall 
end  in  the  destruction  of  death  :  he  has  commenced  opera- 
tions for  its  fiifSl  destruction.  So  with  sin.  He  has  not  yet 
purged  men's  sins  literally,  any  more  than  he  has  literally 
abolished  death  ;  but  he  has  put  in  operation  those  means^ 
which  have  begun  the  work  of  purging  men's  sins,  and  those 
means  will  continue  to  exert  such  an  influence  on  men,  as 
will  end  in  the  entire  purgation  of  iniquity,  and  in  the  de- 
struction of  sin  for  ever  and  for  ever. 

It  is  said,  "  by  Christ's  stripes  we  are  healed  ;  *'  and  does 
not  that  prove  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  to  justice  ?  We 
say,  no ;  it  proves  only  what  we  are  teaching,  that  we  are 
healed  by  Christ's  stripes.  The  orthodox  say  that  God  is 
satisfied  by  Christ's  stripes ;  whereas  the  heterodox,  with 
the  Scriptures,  say  that  by  Christ's  stripes  we  axe  healed; 
that  our  souls  are  restored  to  holiness  thereby,  and  that  we 
are  brought  to  live  in  obedience  to  God. 

It  is  said,  that  God  laid  on  him  the  iniquities  of  us  all  ; 
and  we  are  asked,  is  not  this  a  proof  that  he  died  as  our  sub- 
stitute, as  a  satisfaction  to  divine  justice  ?  I  say,  no.  It  proved 
no  such  thing.  As  bearing  oar  sins  means  beariiig  them  away, 
or  curing  us  of  them  ;  so  the  corresponding  figure,  having 
our  iniquities  laid  upon  him,  means  having  the  task  put  upon 
him  of  carrying  our  iniquities  away,  of  curing  us  of  our  sins. 
God  appointed  Jesus  to  the  work  of  bearing  our  sins  away, 
of  bringing  us  to  live  unto  God,  to  be  pure  and  holy  in  his 
sight. 


f- 


94 

It  is  asked,  on  what  ground,  then,  is  it  that  God  forgives 
a  man*s  sins  ?  And  it  is  contended  that  he  could  not  for- 
give sin  on  any  other  ground,  than  the  merits  of  Christ's 
death,  or  satisfaction  to  divine  justice.  I  answer,  that  for 
this  doctrine  there  is  not  one  single  plain  passage  in  the 
whole  Bihie.  What  I  am  now  about  to  offer,  is  the  most 
tremendous  heresy  of  all ;  and  yet  I  beg  to  say,  that  I  shall 
prove  it  by  the  plainest  statements  of  several  passages  of  the 
Sacred  writings.  The  question  is — On  what  ground  does 
God  foigive  sin  ?  on  what  account  does  he  forgive  sin  ?  I 
answer,  first,  it  is  on  account  of  his  own  mercy  ;  because  h» 
delights  in  mercy,  because  he  abounds  in  goodness,  because 
it  is  pleasant  to  him  to  forgive  and  to  bless  mankind.  But, 
in  the  second  place,  he  foi^ves  men  on  the  ground,  or 
because  of  their  repentance  and  return  to  obedience.  Joseph 
John  Gumey,  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  says  in 
one  of  his  tracts,  that  the  Scriptures  teach  that  God  forgives 
men  on  condition  of  their  repentance  and  return  to  obedience, 
but  not  because  of  their  repentance  and  the  like.  Joseph  John 
Gumey  could  not  have  got  farther  wrong,  if  it  had  been  his 
study  to  contradict  the  plainest  testimony  of  Scripture.  The 
Scriptures  no  where  say  that  God  does  not  forgive  men  on 
account  of  their  repentance ;  but  they  do  say  that  he  does 
forgive  them  on  account  or  because  of  their  repentance  ;  and 
I  will  give  you  the  passages.  In  the  1 8th  chapter  of  Ezekiel, 
at  the  27th  and  following  verse,  you  will  find, — "  Again, 
when  the  wicked  man  tumeth  away  from  his  wickedness 
that  he  hath  committed,  and  doeth  that  which  is  lawful  and 
right,  he  shall  save  his  soul  alive."  Aye,  say  they,  when 
he  does  it,  but  not  because  he  did  it.  So  say  the  orthodox 
to  the  heretics  so  called.  But  what  doth  G^d  say  ?  As  if  on 
purpose  to  prevent  the  orthodox  objection,  the  next  verse 
adds  ;  '^  Because  he  considereth,  and  tumeth  away  from  all 
his  transgressions  that  he  hath  committed,  he  shall  surely 
live,  he  shall  not  die."  Again,  on  what  ground  is  it,  that 
God  loves  people  ?  Hai'k  you  !  "  For  the  Father  himself 
loveth  you,  because  ye  have  loved  jne,  and  have  believed 
that  I  came  out  from  God."  On  what  ground  is  it  that 
God  hears  and  answers  his  people's  prayers  ?  People  say, 
for  Christ's  sake,  for  what  he  has  done  and  suffered,  on 
account  of  his  merits.  Just  hear  what  is  said  by  the  heretic 
John.      See  the  drd  chap,  of  his  first  epistle,  beginning  at 
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20th  verse  : — "  For  if  our  heart  condemn  us,  God  is  greater 
than  our  heart,  and  knoweth  all  things.  Beloved,  if  our 
hearts  condemn  us  not,  then  have  we  confidence  towards 
God."  What  a  self  righteous  people,  I  fancy  I  hear  some 
say,  to  have  confidence  in  God  because  their  hearts  con- 
demn them  not  ?  Do  you  not  know  that  the  heart  is  deceitful 
above  all  things  ;  and  would  you  take  that  as  a  ground  of 
confidence  towards  God,  because  your  heart  does  not  con- 
demn you  ?  But  the  Apostle  does  not  regard  those  foolish 
objections.  Nor  do  we.  Such  false  applications  of  these 
passages  of  Scripture,  we  leave  to  those  who  are  wiser  than 
the  apostles.  The  apostles  entertained  no  such  notions. 
**  If  our  heart  condeifln  us  not,'*  says  John,  "  than  have  we 
confidence  toward  God.  And  whatsoever  we  ask,  we 
receive  of  him,  because  tve  keep  his  commandments,  and  do 
those  things  that  are  pleasing  in  his  iight.'*  Again,  on  what 
ground  is  it  that  God  will  give  us  a  place  in  heaven  at  last  f 
Oh,  it  is  said,  solely  on  the  ground  of  Christ's  sacrifice 
and  merits  ;  and  that  from  first  to  last  we  can  have-— 

"  No  plea  beside, — 
Lord  I  am  lost, 
Bnt  Christ  has  died." 

But  Scripture  teaches  that  God  will  have  regard  to  our 
works, — that  those  who  are  received  to  heaven,  will  be  recei- 
ved to  heaven  on  account  of  their  own  faithfulness.  In  the 
19th  chapter  of  Luke,  and  1 6th  verse,  you  will  find  these 
words  :  '^  Then  came  the  first,  saying.  Lord,  thy  pound  hath 
gained  ten  pounds."  That  roan  improved  his  talent,  he 
acted  faithfuUy  to  G^d.  "  And  he  said  unto  him.  Well,  thou 
good  servant :  becatise  thou  hast  been  faithful  in  a  very  little, 
have  thou  authority  over  ten  cities."  "  And  when  the  Son 
of  man  shall  come  in  his  glory,  and  all  the  holy  angels  with 
him,  then  shall  he  sit  upon  tlie  throne  of  his  glory :  and 
before  him  shall  be  gathered  all  nations  :  and  he  shall  sepa- 
irate  them  one  from  another,  as  a  shepherd  divideth  his 
sheep  from  the  goats :  and  he  shall  set  the  sheep  on  his 
right  hand,  but  the  goats  on  the  left."  And  what  will  the 
king  say  to  them  on  his  right  hand  1  Hark  you  !  I  am  now 
quoting  from  Matthew,  chap.  25,  beginning  at  the  24th  ver  : 
"Then  shall  the  king  say  unto  them  on  his  right  hand. 
Come,  )e  blessed  of  my  Father,  inherit  the  kingdom  pre^ 
pared  for  you  from  the  foundation  of  the  world  ;  for  " — for 
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\/^  what  1  What  was  the  ground  on  which  they  would  be  wel- 
comed to  heaven  ?  For  trusting  in  Christ's  merits  ?  No. 
For  believing  in  the  Trinity?  No.  Because  they  were 
good  Catholics  ?  No.  Because  they  were  good  Protestants  1 
No.  Because  they  were  good  Methodists,  or  Calvinists,  or 
Baptists,  or  Quakers  ?  No.  But — "  For  I  was  hungry,  and 
ye  gave  me  meat :  I  was  thirsty,  and  ye  gave  me  drink  :  I 
was  a  stranger,  and  ye  took  me  in,"  In  reference  to  the 
wicked  that  are  bid  to  *>depart  under  God's  curse — why  are 
they  bidden  so  to  do  ?  because  they  did  not  believe  in  the 
Trinity  ]  Because  they  did  not  rely  solely  on  Christ's 
merits  %  No  ;  but  because  they  were  not  faithful,  obedient 
men.  "  For  I  was  hungry,  and  ye  gavt  me  no  meat :  I  was 
thirsty,  and  ye  gave  me  no  drink  :  I  was  a  stranger,  and  ye 
took  me  not  in."  They  said,  when  did  they  fail  to  do  these 
things  towards  him  ?  and  Jesus  answers  ;  you  did  not  show 
neglect  to  me  in  person.  You  had  not  an  opportunity  of 
treating  me  ill  in  person.  But  I  had  brethren  that  lived 
around  you  ;  and  ye  gave  ikem  no  food  or  clothing  ;  ye  did 
not  help  tkem  :  "  and  inasmuch  as  ye  did  it  not  to  one  of 
the  least  of  these,  ye  did  it  not  to  me."  And  these  shall 
"  go  away  unto  everlasting  punishment :  but  the  righteous 
unto  life  eternal."  Thus  the  worst  heresy  I  advocate  is 
backed,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end,  by  the  plainest  testi- 
monies of  God's  word.     "  But  is  there  nothing  in  the  Bible 

yj^  to  prove  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  to  God's  justice  ?"  Not 
a  single  passage.  In  the  55th  chapter  of  Isaiah  we  have 
these  words, — "  Let  the  wicked  forsake  his  way,  and  the 
unrighteous  man  his  thoughts :  and  let  him  return  to  the 

.^  Lord,  and  he  will  have  mercy  upon  him  ;  and  to  our  God, 
for  he  will  abundantly  pardon."  Aye,  say  some,  but  God 
will  not  pardon  without  satisfaction.  I  answer  ;  rfun  per- 
haps would  not.  An  earthly -king  would  not  forgive  perhaps 
without  satisfaction.  But  God  is  not  an  earthly  king.  He 
says,  my  ways  are  not  your  ways.  I  am  kinder  than  you 
are.  I  am  no  tyrannical,  implacable  monarch  :  I  am  a  kind 
and  tender  Father.  I  want  you  to  be  good,  in  order  that 
you  may  be  happy,  and  that  is  (dl  I  want.  When  that  is 
accomplished,  I  have  all  the  sSatisfaction  that  I  want.  As 
the  heavens  are  higher  than  the  earth,  so  are  my  ways 
higher  than  your  ways,  and  my  thoughts  than  your  thoughts. 
Th«  common  orthodox  representations  of  God,  plac«  him 
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below  man  in  kindness  and  benevolence  ;  whereas  the  Scrip- 
tures represent  him  as  infinitely  above  men.  Every  drop 
of  tenderness  in  the  human  breast  is  derived  from  him.      — 

It  is  said,  But  would  it  not  be  dangerous  for  a  govern- 
ment to  forgive  offenders  on  mere  professions  of  repentance  ? 
We  answer,  Yes  ;  but  we  have  never  said  that  God  does  for- 
give sinners  on  the  ground  of  mere  professions  of  repentance, 
but  on  the  ground  of  repentance  itself  and  a  hearty  return  to 
obedience.  Earthly  governments  might  not  be  able  to  act 
on  this  principle,  because  they  cannot  tell  when  men  do 
repent ;  they  cannot  distinguish  between  repentance  and 
false  professions  of  repentance.  But  it  is  otherwise  with 
God.  God  can  see  tjje  heart,  so  that  he  can  safely  promise 
forgiveness  on  condition  of  repentance.  If  earthly  govern- 
ments were  to  attempt  to  act  on  this  principle,  they  might 
forgive  the  thief  or  the  murderer,  while  their  heai:ts  were 
meditating  fresh  mischief ;  and  let  them  loose  upon  society 
to  commit  fresh  deeds  of  plunder  or  of  death.  But  God 
knoweth  when  true  repentance  takes  place  ;  and  he^  never 
forgives  man  on  mere  professions  of  repentance,  but  on '  the 
ground  that  they  repent  indeed,  and  are  effectually  reformed. 
He  will  not  receive  any  one  back  into  his  favour  until  the 
heart  is  changed  by  true  repentance,  working  a  change  in 
life  and  conversation. 

But  we  are  told  that  justice  requires  satisfaction  ;  that  it 
will  not  allow  God  to  forgive  an  offender  till  satisfjaction  is 
received,  by  some  substitute  bearing  the  punishment  in  the 
offender's  place.  We  answer  ;  God  has  no  such  justice  as 
forbids  him  to  forgive  without  such  satisfaction.  God's  jus- 
tice or  righteousness  is  mercy.  It  is  always  benevolent. 
It  knows  nothing  of  the  satisfaction  of  the  duellist,  which 
cannot  be  satiated  with  any  thing  but  blood.  God's  justice 
^or  righteousness  is  a  benevolent  disposition,  leading  him  to 
wish  well  to  all  his  creation,  and  prompting  him  to  use 
every  means  consistent  with  man's  entire  freedom  and  respon- 
sibility, to  bring  him  back  to  duty,  to  happiness,  and  to  heaven. 

I  have  thus  unfolded,  briefly,  my  views  on  the  doctrines 
of  Atonement,  Redemption,  Propitiation,  and  the  like. 
Judge  you,  whether  I  have  taught  any  thing  at  variance  with 
Scripture.  If  I  am  a  heretic,  the  Scriptures  have  made  me 
a  heretic.  Insinuations  have  been  thrown  out,  a§  if  I  paid 
little  respect  to  the  word  of  God,     I  respect  it  with  all  my 
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heart.  I  have  studied  it  from  my  childhood  ;  and  the  more 
I  have  studied  it,  the  more  I  have  loved  it.  It  has  proved  the 
greater  blessing  to  me,  because  I  have  never  allowed  orthodox 
prejudices  and  follies  to  prevent  me  from  endeavouring  to  un- 
derstand it  in  its  simple  meaning,  and  to  see  its  principles  in 
their  unparalleled,  and  everlasting  beauty.  I  respect  every  word 
that  God  has  spoken ;  I  rejeci  no  testimony  of  my  heavenly  Fa- 
ther. I  know  he  is  true — as  true  as  he  is  kind.  I  prize  every 
word  of  God  more  than  gold ;  and  there  is  nothing  I  would  not 
sacrifice  for  the  sake  of  God's  word.  I  have  suffered  re- 
peatedly the. loss  of  all  things  earthly  through  respect  for 
that  word — ^because  I  would  not  give  it  up  in  deference  to 
the  inventions  and  traditions  of  men.  But  when  some 
people  talk  of  giving  up  the  word  of  God,  they  mean  these 
very  inventions  and  traditions  which  are  opposed  to  God's 
word.  I  do  reject  them;  and  every  dream  and  creed  of 
man  I  reject,  unless  they  are  in  strict  accordance  with  the 
revelations  of  heaven.  But  prove  to  me  that  any  Methodist 
or  Pofish  doctrine,  or  any  doctrine  of  the  Gnostics,  or  even 
of  the  abused  and  persecuted  Marcion,  is  in  accordance  with 
God's  word,  and  I  shall  receive  it  with  respect ;  not  hecaiMe 
it  is  held  by  them,  but  because  of  its  truth,  which  I  love 
above  all  things  next  to  charity  and  God.  And  I  love  Jesus 
for  this,  among  other  things,  because  he  came  to  bear  wit- 
ness to  the  truth,  to  light  up  the  universe  with  the  light  of 
truth,  and  brush  away  the  dust  and  cobwebs  of  old  super- 
stition and  proud  ignorance,  and  conduct  people,  by  the  truth, 
to  spiritual  purity  and  freedom,  and  everlasting  blessedness. 
I  love  Jesus  because  he  came  to  sanctify  man  by  the 
truth,  and,  by  the  power  of  truth,  to  re-unite  the 
humati  family,  to  God,  and  to  each  other,  and  so  make  all 
things  new. 

So  far  from  desiring  to  impair  the  autliority  of  God's  word, 
my  great  desire  is  to  establish  its  authority  throughout  the 
world.  No  one  has  paid  greater  respect  to  its  revelations  than 
I.  Every  principle  which  I  have  laid  before  you,  is  sup- 
ported by  its  plainest  testimonies  ;  by  its  whole  drift  and 
tenour.  And  my  opponent  will  never  be  able  to  overturn 
those  principles.  He  might  as  well  think  of  overturning, 
with  his  shoulders,  the  everlasting  mountains ;  he  might  as 
well  think  of  shaking  the  firm  pillars  of  the  universe,  or 
of  plucking  from  their  orbs,  the  sun  and  moon  and  stars, 
as  think  of  shaking  or  overturning  those  principles  of  truth 
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which  I  have  been  unfolding  and  advocating  this  evening. 
On  those  plain  principles  of  truth,  revealed  by  Christ,  and 
recorded  in  the  sacred  writings,  I  wish  all  who  listen  to 
me  to  ground  their  faith.  By  those  plain  teachings  of  the 
Scriptures,  I  would  have  you  to  be  guided  in  every  thing. 
I  ask  you  to  receive  no  testimony  of  mine.  I  ask  you  to  try 
every  thing  I  say  by  the  word  of  God.  I  wish  you  to  test 
every  doctrine,  both  of  mine  and  of  my  opponent's,  by  that 
standard.  I  am  called  a  misleader  and  a  deceiver.  But  I 
act  towards  you  very  differently  from  deceivers  generally  It 
is  generally  the  case,  when  people  wish  to  deceive  others, 
that  they  endeavour  to  put  a  fold  upon  their  eyes.  My  ob- 
ject is  to  tear  every  told  away,  to  put  men  on  their  guard 
against  deception,  and  to  show  people  the  folly  of  supersti- 
tious reverence  for  human  priests,  and  intolerant  sects,  and 
man-made  systems  of  theology.  I  never  said  you  were  to 
fall  asleep.  I  never  whisper.  Close  your  eyes,  and  T  will 
see  for  you.  I  say.  Keep  awake.  Prove  all  things.  Hold 
fast  that  which  is  good,  and  reject  what  you  discover  to 
be  evil.  And  men  are  following  this  advice.  And  the 
maligned,  the  persecuted  doctrines  of  simple  Christian  truth 
are  making  their  way.  They  are  winning  adherents  every 
day  ;  and  this  discussion  has  already  increased  their  num- 
bers, and  it  will  increase  their  number  still  more. 

I  am  glad  that  we  have  at  length  been  allowed  to  meet 
face  to  face,  and,  at  least  to  some  extent,  ta  discuss  princi- 
ples instead  of  personalities.  I  am  glad  that  I  am  permitted 
to  answer  for  myself.  Convict  me  of  teaching  any  doctrine 
at  variance  with  the  doctrines  of  Christ,  and  I  shall  go  away 
hanging  down  my  head  in  shame  ;  and  never  appear  again 
till  I  have  made  acknowledgment  of  my  error,  and  proved 
the  sincerity  of  my  repentance.  But  so  long  as  I  know  that 
what  I  teach  is  taught  in  the  word  of  God,  not  in  substance 
merely,  but  to  the  very  letter — so  long  as  both  the  letter  and 
the  spirit  of  the  word  of  God  are  in  my  favour,  can  I  be 
afraid  of  man  ?  Can  I  shrink  from  the  course  I  am  pursu- 
ing, through  fear  of  calumny  and  slander  ?  No.  They  may 
call  me,  as  they  called  my  master,  Beelzebub  ;  they  may  say 
of  me,  as  they  said  of  him,  that  I  have  a  devil,  and  am  mad ; 
they  may  heap  upon  me  even  worse  reproaches  than  they 
have  done  heretofore — and  surely  I  have  been  reproached 
enough — I  shall  still  go  forward,  and  still  account  it  an 
honour  to  be  permitted  to  suffer  reproach  for  the  simple 
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truth.  I  shall  rejoice  in  the  assurance,  not  only  that  my 
doctrines  will  make  their  way  into  society,  and  commend 
themselves  to  people,  by  the  happy  influence  they  exert  upon 
men's  hearts  and  lives, — I  shall  not  only  rest  happy  in  this 
confidence,  but  in  the  assurance  also,  that  as  God  hath  given 
•  unto  him  that  was  the  most  slandered  of  human  beings,  a 
name  that  is  above  every  other  name,  and  honour  and  glory 
above  all  other  honour  and  glory  ;  so  he  will,  in  his  own 
proper  time,  give  me  as  much  honour  as  will  amply  satisfy  my 
heart,  and  as  much  blessedness  as  my  spirit  can  desire. 

I  have  simply,  then,  to  state,  that  I  shall  proceed  with  the 
subjects  as  they  are  arranged  upon  the  list.  The  next  that 
I  shall  request  your  attention  to  will  be  the  Trinity,  or  three 
co-equal  persons  in  the  Godhead.  Of  course  it  will  be  for 
William  Cooke  to  pursue  his  own  course.  I  disclaim  ail  idea 
of  dictating  to  him.  I  shall  take  my  own  course,  and  allow 
him  to  follow  his.  I  shall  abide  by  the  list  of  subjects  which 
has  been  laid  down.  If  we  can  go  through  them  in  less  than 
the  number  of  days  allowed  for  this  discussion,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  take  up  the  Miraculous  Conception.  If  not,  I  shall 
invite  William  Cooke  to  continue  the  discussion,  on  purpose 
to  go  through  that  and  other  subjects.  Only,  I  will,  at  pre- 
sent, take  the  subjects  in  the  order  in  which  they  stand  on 
the  list  agreed  upon  by  the  United  Committees.  I  shall, 
therefore,  to-morrow  evening,  after  replying  to  William  Cooke, 
proceed  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  I  shall  not  only  reply 
to  what  he  says  on  that  subject  ;  but,  if  he  state  his  views  in 
a  different  way,  I  shall  tak»  his  pamphlet,  and  reply  to  it. 
And  if  I  am  spared,  I  trust  not  only  to  notice  his  arguments, 
but  to  take  his  pretended  quotations,  and  examine  them  in 
order,  and  to  leave  »ot  a  single  one  of  them  till  I  have  gone  to 
the  bottom  of  it.  I  shall  examine  his  references  to  Jonathan's 
Targum,  to  Seneca,  and  others,  and  prove  them  to  be  felse. 
I  shall  prove,  that  he  has  either  forged  or  falsified  tnose 
quotations  himself ;  or  that  he  h^s  carelessly  followed  the 
blind  guides  that  have  gone  before  him.  Whichever  way  it 
is,  I  shall  show  those  quotations  from  Jewish  and  of  heathen 
writers  to  be  false.  I  exhort  you  to  weigh  every  statement, 
to  test  every  argument ;  and  when  you  have  heard  all  that 
can  be  said  on  both  sides,  judge  for  yourselves,  with  free, 
untrammelled  minds,  what  is  true  and  what  is  not.  Then, 
as  you  shall  believe,  act  honestly  according  to  your  belief, 
and  may  God  succeed  you. 
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THIRD  NIGHT. 

THURSDAY,  AUGUST  21,  1845. 

There  seemed  no  abatement  in  the  interest  taken  in  the 
^discussion,  nor  any  diminution  of  the  numbers  present  this 
evening. 

Both  disputants  were  applauded^  on  entering  the  room,  by 
their  respective  friends. 

Mr.  John  Nichol,  who  was  the  originally-intended  Umpire, 
sat  in  that  capacity  this  evening,  in  the  absence  of  the  Kev. 
James  Pringle* 

The  Chairmen  were  as  before. 

Mb.  Grant,  the  Chairman  for  Mr.  Cooke,  first  rose  and  said  : 
—As  Chairman  of  the  meeting  on  Mr.  Cooke's  behalf  I  consi- 
der  it  my  duty  again  to  call  the  attention  of  this  large  and  re- 
spectable meeting  to  the  terms  on  which  the  parties  have  agreed 
to  conduct  the  discussion — ^terms  which  I  consider  to  have  been 
eerlously  violated.  I  beg  respectfully  again  to  lay  them  before 
you  ;  «fter  which  I  shall  point  out  in  what  I  consider  the  viola- 
tion to  consist.  The  terms  were  agreed  to  and  signed  by  both 
parties  on  the  18th  of  June.  The  first  is  in  the  following 
words  : — 

"  I.  That  the  question  be  first  discussed,  *'  What  is  a  Chris- 
tian V  With  the  principles  of  the  Christian's  faith  and  practice 
in  their  order.  And  also— Ist.  That  in  order  to  prevent  the  dis- 
cussion being  perverted  from  its  legitimate  and  avowed  objects, 
no  statement  shall  be  allowed  to  be  made  which  impugn  either 
tlie  iNFAi^LiBLE  INSPIRATION  of  the  sacrcd  writings,  or  the 
DIVINE  AUTHORITY  of  any  book  contained  in  the  authorized 
version.  2nd.  That  the  Holy  Scriptures  including  all  the  books 
of  the  authorized  version,  with  the  Hebrew  text  of  Van  der 
Hooght,  as  the  original  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  the  Textus 
Beceptus  as  ike  original  of  the  New  Testament,  shall  be  the  only 
A.UTHORITATIVE  standard  of  appeal,  with  the  following  qualifi- 
cations, viz, : — ^Should  either  disputant  quote  any  passage  ex- 
cepted to  by  Keimicott,  or  Boothroyd,  indie  Old  Testament ;  or 
Griesbach  or  Schulz,  in  the  New  Testament,  such  passage  shall 
be  considered  fairly  open  to  legitimate  consideration  and  criti- 
cism, drd.  That  all  quotations  shall  be  made,  in  the  first  instance, 
by  chapter  and  verse,  from  the  authorized  version  :  but  each 
disputant  shall  have  the  right  of  reference  to  the  original 
texts,  and  critics,  as  above,  when  the  authorised  version  is  dis- 
puted. 4th.  That  the  versions  whose  antiquity  and  charac- 
ter have  weight — say  the  Septuagint,  the  Syriac,  the  Latin 
Vulgate,  and  the  Chaldee  Paraphrases,  with  the  Fathers  of 
the  first  three  centwies,  may  be  quoted  in  illustiiation  ;  but 
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KOT,  as  the  Scriptures  above,  for  authorities.  All  quotations 
from  Versions  and  Fathers  to  be  made  by  direct  reference, 
and  the  oripfinal  text  of  each  to  be  produced  at  the  time,  if 
required.  5th.  That  Mr.  Cooke  engages  to  take  the  lead  in 
the  discussions." 

Now,  I  consider  that  agreement  has  been  violated  in  two  in- 
stances. In  the  first  place,  at  the  close  of  the  first  evening, 
Mr.  Barker  announced  that  he  would  take  up  the  doctrine  of 
"the  Atonement  on  the  following  evening,  by  which  he  was 
completely  taking  the  lead  out  of  Mr.  Cooke's  hands.  That  was 
named,  when  I  came  to  the  meeting  on  the  second  night,  to 
Mr.  Barker's  Chairman,  and  a  sort  of  understanding  was 
given  that  it  would  not  be  done,  but  that  Mr.  Barker  would 
follow  Mr.  Cooke.  When  Mr.  Cooke  introduced  the  doctrine 
of  the  miraculous,  conception,  and  fully  proved  the  authenti- 
city of  the  documents — 

Dr.  Lees  : — The  Chairmen  must  utter  no  opinion  as  to 
what  has  been  proved,  or  what  has  not  been  proved.  (Hear, 
hear,  and  applause.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — Then  I  correct  myself.  S[r.  Cooke  took  up 
the  subject  of  the  miraculous  conception,  and  brought  forward 
what  he  considered  to  be  abundant  evidence  of  the  authenticity 
of  the  passages  which  he  believes  to  affirm  that  doctrine.  But 
Mr.  Barker,  instead  of  meeting  the  question  of  the  miraculous 
conception,  went  away  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Atonement,  com- 
pleted leaving  the  subject  that  Mr.  Cooke  had  introduced. 
(Appfause.)  I  entreat  you  to  observe  the  good  order  that  you  have 
hitherto  maintained.  I  am  not  here  to  complain  ;  but  I  request 
you,  most  earnestly,  on  both  sides,  to  understand  that  you  are 
pledged  to  non-interruption.  All  interruption  causes  a  need- 
less waste  of  time.  I  say  Mr.  Barker  went  from  the  subject ; 
and,  in  the  second  place,  Mr.  Barker  introduced  Wesley's 
Works. 

Dr.  Lees  : — ^I  beg  to  call  again  to  order.  It  was  with  the 
permission  of  the  Umpire  that  Mr.  Barker  made  the  quotations 
from  Wesley  last  night.    That  is  settled.     (Apj^ause.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — Then  I  submit  this  to  the  consideration  of 
the  meeting.  The  understanding  that  prevailed  then  was,  that 
if  Mr.  Barker  made  the  sentiment  in  the  book  his  own,  he 
might  read  it.  Now  Mr.  Cooke  might  bring  a  library  upon 
that  principle.  He  might  bring  a  dozen  volumes,  and  say,  "  I 
make  the  sentiments  of  the  writers  my  own,  and  I  shall  stand 
here  and  read  what  I  like  from  them."  Now,  can  any  man 
fail  to  see  the  absurdity  of  this  1  The  common  sense  of  every 
man  in  the  room  must  tell  him  that  this  is  a  violation  of  the 
terms  agreed  upon  ;  and  all  I  mean  to  say  is,  that  it  must  not 
be  done  again.  If  each  party  might  bring  a  dozen  volumes, 
and  say  "  I  make  such  and  such  sentiments  my  own,"  they 
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might  read  on  ad  infinitum  ;  or  at  least  till  the  time  wa*  out# 
But,  again,  there  was  a  list  of  subjects  read  kst  night ; 
and  they  were  stated  to  he  subjects  which  had  been  agreed 
upon  by  the  joint  committees.  Now,  in  reference  to  that  list, 
I  beg  leave  to  remark  that  it  bears  date  the  8th  of  May.  They 
were  sent  at  that  time  to  Mr.  Cooke's  committee  ;  and  then 
they  were  not  acceded  to  in  the  order  in  which  they  were 
named.  They  were  considered  to  be  substantially  included  in 
the  question — "  What  is  a  Christian  ?  With  the  principles  of 
the  Christian's  faith  and  practice  in  their  order."  But  they 
i«rere  never  admitted  in  the  order  now  stated  ;  nor  so  under- 
stood to  be  admitted  by  Mr.  Cooke.  The  joint  committee  did 
not  agree  further  than  to  certain  conditions  on  which  the  dis- 
cussion should  be  conducted.  This  was  among  several  things 
named  which  they  thought  they  had  little  to  do  with,  unless 
the  parties  did  not  agree  to  them.  None  of  us  sat  there  as  ple- 
nipotentiaries. The  joint  committees  had  nothing  to  do  with 
these  things  ;  but  simply  to  make  arrangements  for  a  fair  dis- 
cussion. These  are  points,  in  fact,  with  which  they  had 
nothing  to  do.  Therefore  Mr.  Cooke  has,  according  to  the 
terms,  the  right  of  leading  ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  Mr.  Barker 
to  follow  him,  and  not  for  Mr.  Cooke  to  be  led  wherever  Mr. 
Barker  chooses  to  take  him. — {Laughter.)  I  most  distinctly 
state  this  to  the  meeting  ;  and  I  appeal  to  Mr.  Barker's  Chair- 
man that  the  order  of  the  discussion  be  observed. 

D..  Lees: — Gentlemen,  when  I  consented  to  occupy  the 
chair  on  this  very  interesting  occasion,  ^t  was  as  a  truth  seeker, 
anxious  to  hear  impartially  and  candidly  both  sides  on  this 
great  question.  I  believe  that  the  public  were  anxious  to  hear 
the  question  fairly  and  freely  discussed  ;  and  I  always  under- 
stood the  question  was, — ^the  fundamental  doctrines  of  Chris- 
tianity. My  first  question  to  Mr.  Barker's  committee  was. 
Have  you  agreed  upon  the  propositions? — ^for  I  never  heard  of 
ft  debate  of  this  sort  without  the  propositions  being  the  first 
thing  taken  into  consideration.  They  said,  Yes:  a  list  had 
been  submitted  to,  and  agreed  to  by,  the  other  Committee. 
That  list  of  subjects  I  considered  to  be  referred  to  when  I  read 
these  rules.  How  do  the^  commence  ?  *'  That  the  question 
be  first  discussed.  What  is  a  Christian?  With  the  principles 
of  the  Christian's  faith  and  practice  in  their  order."  In  their 
ORDER,  Now  I  fearlessly  state,  that  it  was  always  under- 
atood  by  Mr.  Barker's  Committee,  and  by  Mr.  Barker  himself, 
and  certainly  I  understood,  that  the  **  OltDER  "  here  referred 
to,  was  the  order  of  the  subjects  in  the  document  submitted  to 
Mr.  Cooke's  Committee.  No  objection  was  made  to  them. 
They  were  substantially  admitted  by  Mr.  Cooke's  Committee, 
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Dr.  Lees  : — I  have  here  an  extract  of  a  letter  from  Mr  Grant 
to  Mr.  Barker's  Committee,  calling  for  specific  propositions. 
It  says, — "  Why  do  you  not  at  once  define  your  own  subjects^ 
and  fix  the  times  you  wish  to  occupy?  You  propose,  1st, 
*  What  is  a  Christian  ? '  That  is  accepted.  Why  not  distinctly 
name  your  other  subjects  in  like  manner  ? — ^bnt  that  yon  may 
have  a  loop-hole  to  creep  out  at.  As  your  first  subject  neces- 
sarily comprises  the  belief  of  all  the  doctrines  taught,  and  all 
the  duties  required  of  such  an  one  in  the  inspired  writings,  it 
was  naturally  enough  supposed — as  you  named  no  others — 
that  you  probably  considered  them  all  embodied  in  that  com- 
prehensive one.  But  if  not,  let  ns  have  them  clear  and  definite, 
and  they  shall  have  an  attentive  consideration."  Now  the 
following  is  the  list  which  was  submitted  to  Mr.  Grant  and  the 
other  members  of  Mr.  Cooke's  Committee,  in  compliance  with 
this  demand  from  Mr.  Grant : — 

«  1  What  is  a  Christian  ? 

2.  The  doctrines  of  the  Atonement,   Reconciliation,  Be-- 
demption. 

3.  The  Trinity;  or  three  equal  and  eternal  persons  in  one 
God. 

4.  Original  Sin ;  Natural  Depravity. 

5.  The  doctrine  of  Future  Punishments. 

6.  Conditions  of  Justification  and  Salvation. 

7.  Grounds  of  Acceptance  and  Salvation. 

8.  The  Design  and  Use  of  the  Sacred  Writings. 

9.  The  Constitution  of  the  Church,  or  Conditions  of 
Church  Fellowship. 

10  The  Hired  Ministry. 

11.  Any  other  doctrine  Mr.  Cooke  pleases ; — ^the  Sabbath ; 
Miraculous  Conception ;  pure  and  perfect  Humanity  of 
Jesus ;  Inspiration  and  Infallibility  of  the  Scriptures ; 
the  province  of  Reason  in  Religion ;  Free  finqttiry,  or 
the  right  and  duty  of  each  one  exercising  his  own  Judg- 
ment in  Religion,  and  acting  according  to  his  Judgment 
in  all  things." 
Now,  gentlemen,  I  appeal  to  you  whether,  with  this  under-, 
standing  before  them,  the  Committee  could  come  to  any  other 
conclusion  than  that  there  were  ten  or  eleven  subjects  clearly 
marked  out,  with  a  provision  that  if,  after  fairly  discussing 
them,  there  was  time  to  spare,  the  other  subjects  should  be 
discussed  during  the  remainder  of  the  time  1    Mr.  Barker  came 
hem  last  night,  prepared  to  discuss  the  Atonement;  having 
discussed  the  question  What  is  a  Christian?  on  the  first  ni^ht. 
Last  night  he  replied  to  the  arguments  brought  against  him ; 
and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  he  did  so  satisfactorily  or  not, 
Hfe  may  say  as  much  as  he  likes  in  reply ;  and  then  go  on 
with  tne  other  questions  in  their  order.     He  did  so.    Last 
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night  he  took  up  the  Atonement ;  and  to-night  he  will  proceed 
to  the  Trinity.  Now  is  it  fair  that  these  great  doctrines  should 
be  evaded  ?  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  evasion  on  the  part 
of  Mr.  Barker.  It  is  on  the  other  side.  (Loud  applause,  fol- 
lowed by  hissing.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — ^In  reply  to  all  this,  I  have  most  distinctly  to 
state,  that  this  order  of  jiscussing  the  subjects  was  never  agreed 
to :  and  if  the  parties  had  acted  fairly,  they  would  have  given 
my  letter  in  reply,  when  it  would  have  been  found  that  the 
order  was  never  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Barker: — ^Rp-ad  it. 

Mr.  Grant : — ^I  have  it  not.  It  is  not  the  doctrines  which 
are  disputed ;  but  Mr.  Barker's  taking  the  lead  from  Mr.  Cooke^ 
after  he  had  pledged  himself  to  allow  Mr.  Cooke  to  precede. 
That  is  the  point.  I  do  not  stand  here  to  oppose  the  discussion 
of  any  doctrine ;  but  simply  the  manner  in  which  Mr.  Barker 
has  taken  upon  himself  to  lead,  contrary  to  his  own  engage- 
ment. That  I  hold  to  be  in  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  dis- 
cussion.   (Applause.) 

Dr.  Lees  : — ^^I  have  this  question  to  put  to  your  common 
sense,  in  order  that  we  may  proceed  to  business.  What  is  the 
meaning  of  this  statement — "With  the  principles  of  the  Chris- 
tians faith  and  practice  in  their  OIIDER?  "  Do  you  think  it 
likely  that  Mr.  Cooke  will  be  allowed  to  select  what  he  chooses? 
(Applause  and  disapprobation.) 

Jur.  Grant  : — ^Here  it  is. 

Dr.  Lees  : — Here  it  is  not.  (Loud  hissing  and  applause ; 
with  cries  of  *'  Down,  down.")  I  do  regret,  I  am  sure,  to  see 
this  feeling  manifested.  I  don't  look  on  this  matter  as  if  there 
were  two  sides — ^two  parties.  Let  us  forget  parties ;  and  let  us 
look  further — ^let  us  look  to  the  result  to  be  obtained  by  fair 
and  free  discussion.  I  do  beg  that  the  friends  of  Mr.  Barker, 
and  his  Committee,  will  at  least  not  imitate  the  example  which 
has  been  set  them ;  but  will,  on  the  contrary,  set  a  good  ex- 
ample. We  can  well  afford  any  kind  of  manifestation  from 
any  party,  if  we  believe  our  principles  to  be  the  principles  of 
truth.  I  ask  you  what  is  the  meaning  of  these  repeated 
requests  to  "  name  your  subjects  ? "  Mr.  Grant  says  in  ano- 
ther letter, — **  Let  us  have  your  subjects  clear  and  definite. 
Let  us  have  your  principles  defined."  The  propositions  are 
fixed  upon  ;  but  now,  just  when  they  come  to  be  considered, 
the  whole  arrangement  of  the  business,  and  selection  of  the 
subjects*  is  to  rest  with  one  alone.  A  most  monstrous  propo- 
sition!    (Hissing,  laughter,  and  applause.) 

Mr.  Barker  rose,  but  was  met  by  the  cries  of  "  Down  with 
him,"  and  much  confusiodi. 

Mr.  Grant  : — ^I  beg  leave  to  introduce  Mr.  Cooke  again  to 
the  meeting. 
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Dr.  Lees  : — ^We  do  not  wish  that  Mr.  Barker  should  lead 
the  discussions.  We  wish  that  Mr.  Cooke  should  speak  first ; 
and  should  select  one  of  the  subjects  for  the  proper  night.  Let 
Mr.  Cooke  do  it  and  lead  the  discussion.  Let  every  ^ing  be 
done  in  order,  as  is  here  declared.  Let  the  questions  of  the 
faith  and  practice  of  a  Christian  be  discussed  in  their  order. 
That  is  all  we  ask.  As  to  the  misunderstanding  which  has 
occurred,  I  much  regret  it.  Will  Mr.  Cooke  name,  during 
the  succeeding  evenings  of  the  discussion,  the  specific  subjects 
to  which  he  will  allude  ?  If  he  will  do  that,  Mr.  Barker  is 
prepared  to  meet  him. 
Mr.  Grant: — ^Yes. 

Dr.  Lees  : — ^Will  he,  on  the  present  occasion,  take  some  one 
of  these  ten  propositions  1 

Mr.  Cooke. — I  have  one  before  me  : 
Dr.  Lees  : — What  is  it  1 
Mr.  Cooke  : — The  Miraculous  Conception. 
Dr.  Lees  : — But  that  is  not  in  the  order  of  the  list.     (Loud 
groans,  answered  by  applause.) 

Mr.  Barker  again  rose,  but  the  noise  was  so  great  that  he 
could  not  proceed. 

Mr.  Grant  : — Let  us  have  quiet  attention.  Mr.  Barker  is 
going  to  speak  for  a  few  minutes  to  a  point  of  order  ;  and  then 
Mr.  Cooke  will  proceed  with  the  discussion. 

Mr.  Barker  : — My  friends,  I  wish  simply  to  explain  myself. 
As  you  have  heard,  the  correspondence  between  the  commit- 
tees had  gone  on  to  a  certain  point.  All  that  was  wanted,  in 
order  to  finish  the  arrangements,  was  a  defined  statement  of  sub- 
jects to  be  discussed.  James  Grant  wrote  to  my  committee 
m  these  words  : — "  Why  do  you  not  at  once  define  your  own 
subjects,  and  fix  the  times  you  wish  to  occupy.  You  propose^ 
1st,  '  What  is  a  Christian  V  That  is  accepted.  Why  not  dis- 
tinctly name  your  other  subjects  in  like  manner  ?  but  that  you 
may  have  a  loop-hole  to  creep  out  at.  As  your  first  subject 
necessarily  comprises  the  belief  of  all  the  doctrines  taught,  and 
aU  the  duties  required  of  such  an  one  in  the  inspired  writings, 
it  was  naturally  enough  supposed — as  you  named  no  othei-s — 
that  you  probably  considered  them  all  embodied  in  that  com- 
prehensive one."  Now  as  I  did  noi  consider  them  all  embo- 
died in  tliat  one,  and  as  I  thought  it  desirable  that  they  should 
be  taken  up  seriatim^  I  sent  this  list,  containing  ten  distinct 
subjects  ;  and  added,  that  I  would  take  up  any  other  which 
Mr.  Cooke  pleased.  We  heard  no  objection  to  this  list  whatever ; 
and  myself  and  friends  considered  that  the  list  was  accepted. 
Mr.  Grant  said — "  Let  us  have  them  clear  and  definite,  and 
they  shall  have  an  attentive  consideration,"  And  we  under- 
stood the  meaning  of  that  was,  that  when  they  were  considered, 
they  would  state  their  objections,  if  they  had  any.     As  we 
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received' none,  we  conceived  they  had  none  ;  and  therefore  con- 
sidered the  matter  settled.    But,  to  he  sure  that  there  was  no 
mistake,  I  pressed  on  my  friends  to  write  and  enquire.     My 
friends  did  so  ;  and  I  received  this  information  from  Mr.  Guth- 
rie, the  secretary  of  my  committee  : — "  You  desired  me  to 
make   some  extracts  from  the  correspondence  between  your 
committee  and  Mr.  Cooke's.     To  the  best  of  my  understanding, 
the  following  is  what  you  required.     I  would  first  observe,  as 
only  one  subject  is  named  in  what  are  called  *  The  digested 
Terms  and  Regulations,'  Mr.  Grant  took  upon  himself  to  ask 
Mr.  Cooke  what  other  subjects  he  meant  to  introduce  ;  when, 
as  he  states,  Mr.  Cooke  laughed  at  him,  and  said  that  Mr.  Bar- 
ker had  sent  a  list  of  subjects  which  would  be  discussed  as  far 
as  opportunity  would  permit.     This  was  said  in  a  meeting  of 
the  cjoint  Committees."      This  was  the   simple  statement  I 
acted  and  relied  upon  :  and  I  wrote  for  that  after  I  left  New- 
castle, that  there  might  be  no  mistake.    The  printed  rules  did 
not  include  t)ie  list,  and  on  my  asking  why  ?  I  was  told  either 
that  there  was  not  room,  or  that  the  rules  were  printed  before 
the  matter  was  thought  of.     But  the  printed  rules  do  say  how 
the  subjects  are  to  be  discussed,  namely,  "  in  their  order,"  and 
I  had  no  idea  but  that  those  words  referred  to  the  list  of  sub- 
jects which  was  sent  in  ;  which  Mr.  Cooke's  committee  pro- 
mised to  consider ;  to  which  they  made  no  objection  :  and 
regarding  which  Mr.  Cook  laughed  at  Mr.  Grant,  when  asked 
what  subjects  he  meant  to  introduce,  and  told  him  I  had  sent 
the  list  in  question.     As  to  Mr.  Cooke  taking  the  lead,  I  never 
understood  that  it  meant  more  than  that  he  was  to  speak  first 
the  first  evening,  and  I  firet  the  second  evening.     (Hisses.)     I 
found — I  only  wish  to  have  a  patient  hearing — I  found,  how- 
ever, that  the  opposite  committee  liad  a  difierent  view  of  the 
matter.     I  then  said,  that  rather  than  any  obstacle  should  be 
put  in  the  way  of  the  discussion,  I  would  submit  to  speak 
second  every  evening.     At  the  same  time,  not  a  hint  was  given 
of  any  order  of  subjects  different  from  this  list.     But  suppose 
the  printed  regulations  alone  were  followed,  there  would  be 
only  one  subject  for  discussion, — What  is  a  Christian  ?     Mr. 
Cooke  has  led  on  that  subject ;  but  in  leading  on  that  subject 
he  introduced  other  doctrines.     My  plan  was  to  state  my  own 
views  on  the  list  of  subjects,  which  was  handed  to  Mr.  Cooke's 
committee  at  their  request,  and  not  objected  to  by  them  ;  and 
which  I  think  contains  the  principles  of  the  Christian's  faith 
and  practice  in  their  order.     I  shall,  therefore,  proceed  on  the 
understandiiu;  that  I  am  at  liberty  to  state  all  that  I  believe  to 
be  the  Christian  principles  of  practice  and  faith,  and  to  dis- 
cuss them,  as  well  as  to  state  what  are  not  Christian  principles. 
As  this  would  be  in  perfect  order  ;  and,  according  to  the  list 
furnished  to  the  committee,  I  am,  I  say,  entitled  strictly  to 
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adhere  to*  it.  Nevertheless,  rather  than  the  discussion  should 
be  dropped,  I  will,  as  I  have  on  all  other  subjects,  give  way  ; 
and  Mr.  Cook  shall  go  where  he  pleases,  and  1*11  follow  him. 
(Loud  applause.)  I  may,  however,  state,  that  I  have  not 
taken  the  lead  out  of  his  hands ;  for,  by  the  printed  regula- 
tions which  we  are  to  go  by,  there  is  but  one  question  for  dis- 
cussion— ^What  is  a  Christian,  and  what  are  the  Christian's 
principles  of  faith  and  practice  ? — and  every  thing  that  I  have 
said  bears  directly  on  that  one  point.     (Applause.) 

Mr.  Grant. — Well,  then,  after  this  long  introduction  I  beg 
to  present  Mr.  Cooke  to  the  notice  of  the  meeting  without  fur- 
ther loss  of  time. 

Mr.  Cooke  rose  accordingly,  and  was  received  with  much 
applause.  He  said  : — My  Christian  Friends, — ^The  cause  in 
which  I  am  engaged  is  the  cause  of  God.  I  feel  that  mv  indi- 
vidual labour  is  but  a  small  item  in  the  great  subject  which  is 
before  us  ;  and  I  never  in  my  life  felt  more  calm  in  any  duty 
which  I  have  had  to  perform :  1  never  felt,  at  the  same  time,  more 
interested  ;  and  I  never  felt  more  dependence  upon  God.  I  am 
quite  sure  that  I  must  be  sustained  by  a  power  which  is  super- 
human ;  and  that  such  power  has  been  granted  in  answer  to 
the  fervent  prayers  of  a  multitude  of  God's  people.  I  feel  that 
I  have  interest  in  heaven.  I  feel  confident  that  I  have  the 
Lord  on  my  side,  and  that  the  composure  which  I  have  hitherto 
felt,  and  the  degree  of  ability,*  whatever  it  may  be,  with  which 
I  am  enabled  to  discuss  this  great  question,  have  been  given 
to  me  from  above.  I  feel,  to-night,  just  the  same  composure 
as  I  ever  have  done.  And  I  feel  convinced  that  the  »od  in 
whom  I  trust,  and  whose  cause  I  advocate,  will  help  me  quite 
through. 

I  should  have  thought  that  after  the  very  taunting  chal- 
lenges which  issued  from  time  to  time,  from  Mr.  Barker,  to 
any  and  all  ministers  to  come  forward,  there  would  not  have 
been  any  scmple  with  regard  to  the  subjects  of  discussion. 
And  I  must  say  thaJt  I  have  l^een  the  party  who  htis  given  wa^. 
I  have  been  giving  way  from  the  beginning,  first  one  topic  and 
then  another  topic :  and  I  have  given  way  so  far  as  to  pay  part — 
I  believe  one  half-— of  Mr.  Barker's  expenses  in  coming  here. 
(Much  laughter,  and  cries  of  "  Order  ;"  Dr.  Lees  apparently 
objected  to  the  course  of  the  speaker's  remarks.)  If  Mr.  Bar- 
ker has  been  allowed  to  refer  to  the  subject,  why  not  I  refer 
to  it? 

Dr.  Lees. — ^Mr.  Barker  rose  to  order  with  the  permission  of 
the  chairman ;  and  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  debate.  The 
statements  now  uttered  are  not  correct. 

Mr.  Cooke. — I  beg  to  say  they  are  quite  correct. 

Mr.  Barker. — My  committee  stated  that  Mr.  Cooke  pays 
the  halfoi  one  journey  only,  and  I  have  to  take  three. 

Mr.  Cooke. — That  bears  me  out  that  I  have  to  pay  your 
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expenses  from  Leeds  to  this  town,  according  to  your  own 
account* — My  Christian  Friends,  Mr.  Barker,  last  evening, 
made  reference  to  my  calling  men  enemies  of  God  ;  and  sug- 
gested that  I  should  he  very  cautious  in  reference  to  applying 
that  designation.  I  quite  concur  with  him  that  I  should  be 
cautious  ;  at  the  same  time,  I  think  I  am  quite  right  in  giving 
things  their  proper  names,  provided  I  do  this  in  a  proper  spirit* 
And  I  think  I  have  the  example  of  the  apostle  Paul  and  other 
holy  men  to  guide  me  in  that  practice.  When  Elymas  the  • 
sorcerer  was  seeking  to  turn  the  deputy  from  the  faitn,  and  to  * 
subvert  the  Gospel,  the  apostle  Paul  exclaimed, — "  O  full  of  all 
subtilty  and  all  mischief,  thou  child  of  the  devil,  thou  enemy 
of  all  righteousness,  wilt  thou  not  cease  to  pervert  the  right 
•ways  of  the  Lord?"  I  do  think  that  Mr.  Barker,  while  he 
gives  me  a  caution  to  avoid  the  employment  of  terms  of  this 
kind,  should  himself  take  care  ever  to  avoid  the  employment 
of  terms  which  have  the  appearance  of  being  harsh,  in  reference 
to  those  who  sustain  the  important  character  of  ministers  of 
the  ever-blessed  Gospel :  and  I  shall  therefore  avail  myself  of 
the  privilege,  which  the  rules  give,  of  making  a  reference  to 
some  of  his  writings,  as  expressive  of  some  opinions  he  forms 
of  Christian  mihisters.  In  a  tract  entitled  "  Saving  Faith  ; 
or,  the  Way  of  Salvation  made  plain,"  he  observes, — "  It  is 
my  firm  conviction ;  and  if  I  could  do  it,  I  would  speak  with 
a  voice  as  loud  as  thunder,  and  make  it  heard  through  the 
length  and  breadth  of  the  land  ;  it  is  my  firm  conviction  that 
the  more  thoughtful  and  intelligent  among  the  hired  preachers 
both  in  the  Old  Connexion  and  the  New,  as  well  as  in  the 
Church  of  England,  are  perjured  men  ;  men  who  are  conscious 
that  many  of  the  notions  which  they  are  hired  and  pledged  to 
preach  are  irrational,  anti-Scriptural,  absurd."  In  a  lower 
part  of  the  page,  he  observes, — "  It  is  my  conviction  that  when 
the  Conferences  of  the  Old  Connexion,  the  New  Connexion, 
and  the  Primitive  Methodist  Connexion  shall  read  this  tract, — 
and  they  all  will  read  it, — ^that  there  will  not  be  found  among 
them  all,  one  single  man  that  will  dare  to  come  forward  and 
meet  me  on  this  subject,  in  a  fair  and  honourable  public  dis- 
cussion. It  is  my  firm  conviction, — I  have  no  more  doubt  of 
it  than  I  have  of  my, own  existence, — ^that  those  hosts  of 
mighty  men — ^" 

Mr.  Nichol. — I  think  you  had  better  abstain  from  such 
quotations,  and  allow  the  auditory  to  judge.  I  apprehend  it 
will  be  found  inconvenient. 

Mr.  Cooke. — I  made  the  quotation  simply  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  while  Mr.  Barker  takes  upon  himself  to  cau- 
tion me  with  regard  to  the  employment  of  terms  in  reference 
to  tliose  things  to  which  I  think  them  applicable,  he  himself 
employs  terms  that  are  expressive  of  what  I  conceive  to  be  far 
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worse  in  reference  to  the  great  body  of  ministers  throughout 
the  kingdom — yes,  throughout  the  world. 

Dr.  Lees. — I  beg  leave  to  call  attention  to  a  point  of  order. 
The  quotation  has  not  been  applied  during  this  discussion  to 
any  minister.     (Hear,  hear,  and  applause.) 

Mr.  Cooke. — The  printed  regulations  give  me  a  right  to 
make  use  of  Mr.  Barker's  writings.  (Cries  of  "  No,"  and 
«  Yes.") 

Dr.  Lees. — I  beg  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Umpire. 

Mr.  Ghant. — And  I  beg  to  submit  the  6th  rule  to  the 
Umpire  and  to  the  meeting  :— That  the  discussion  be  on  a 
Christian,  and  his  principles  only.  But  the  writings  and 
SPEECHES, — ^published  or  delivered,  of  each  disputant,  to  be 
freely,  but  fairly,  quoted  and  remarked  on  by  each. 

Dr.  Lees. — For  what  ? 

Mr.  Grant. — For  illustration. 

Dr.  Lees. — I  am  willing  to  submit  to  the  Umpire. 

Mr.  Cooke. — I  consider  the  office  of  Umpire  is  to  decide  on 
questions  not  already  decided  upon. 

Dr.  Lees. — He  must  decide  upon  our  interpretation  of  the 
rules. 

Mr.  Nichol. — My  opinion  is,  decidedly,  that  the  observa- 
tions of  Mr.  Cooke  did  not  go  to  bear  upon  any  doctrines  as 
laid  down  by  Mr.  Barker  in  his  argument ;  but  rather  went 
to  act  recriminatively  in  reference  to  an  observation  which  Mr. 
Barker  had  made  towards  Mr.  Cooke. 

Mr.  Cooke. — Are  they  in  order? 

Mr.  Nichol. — I  cannot  think  sO. 

Mr.  Cooke.-^I  have  no  object  to  serve  but  to  give  a  full 
and  fair  view  of  the  principles  of  a  Christian,  as  held  by  Mr. 
Barker.  I  appeal,  therefore,  to  his  own  writings,  I  don't  go 
to  Wesley,  or  to  any  other  writer.  I  go  to  those  writings 
which  are  issued  to  the  public  as  intended  to  guide  the  public 
mind  with  regard  to  the  principles  of  faith — as  intended  to  show 
the  public.  Who  is  a  Christian. — I  appeal  only  to  Mr,  Barker*8 
writings ;  and  I  cannot  see  why  I  should  be  prevented  from 
appealing  to  them  :  but  if  I  am  prevented,  I  wUl  submit  to  it ; 
and  at  once  proceed  to  subjects  more  immediately  connected 
with  the  discussion  of  the  evening. 

Mr.  Nichol. — I  do  not  prevent  observations  upon  the  doc- 
trines as  laid  down  by  Mr.  Barker. 

Dr.  Lees  rose,  but  was  received  with  loud  cries  of  "  Sit 
down." 

Mr.  Grant. — Mr.  Cooke  has  the  meeting.  Let  Mr.  Cook? 
proceed. 

Mr.  Cooke. — My  Christian  Friends, — I  am  to  go  on  in  my 
own  way,  and  I  resume  my  extract  from  Mr.  Barker's  pam- 
phlet : — "  That  these  hosts  of  mighty  men  which  shall  assem- 
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ble  in  the  various  Methodists  Conferences,  this  coming  year, 
will  feel,  and,  by  their  conduct,  will  acknowledge,  that  with 
all  their  pomp  and  lordliness — " 

Dr.  Lees. — I  rise  to  order.  (Loud  hissing,  applause,  and 
cries  of  "Down,"  "Down.")  The  Umpire  has  decided — 
("Sit  down."  "Stand  up,"  and  general  confusion.) 

Mr.  Nichol. — I  can  assure  you  it  is  a  painful  position  to  be 
placed  in ;  but  I  am  bound  to  observe  that  this  does  not  bear 
upon  the  doctrines  of  Mr.  Barker,  but  upon  the  practice  of 
Qiristian  ministers.     (Loud  applause  and  disapprobation.) 

Mb.  Cooke. — ^Did  Mr.  Barker's  observations  bear  upon  doc- 
trines ? 

Dr  Lees  again  arose,  but  could  not  obtain  a  hearing.  He 
'said  to  Mr.  Grant : — ^What  is  the  use  of  having  an  umpire,  if 
his  decision  is  not  to  be  adhered  to  ? 

Mr.  Nichol. — It  would  be  well  if  the  meeting  would  main- 
tain the  same  decorum  as  was  observed  during  the  two  previous 
discussions.  It  is  impossible  that  the  debate  can  go  on  except 
by  the  disposition  of  all  parties  to  give  a  fair  hearing.  (Hear, 
hear,  and  applause. 

Mr.  Cooke  then  proceeded  : — -I  shall  waive  my  right,  for  the 
present,  which  I  contend  is  given  me  in  the  printed  terms  ;  and 
proceed  to  the  discussion.  Last  evening,  I  was  dwelling  upon 
the  subject  of  the  Miraculous  Conception  ;  and  I  shall  there- 
fore take  the  opportunity  of  proceeding  on  that  subject.  At 
the  moment  when  my  time  expired,  I  was  reading  from  the 
Fathers,  regarding thesentiments of  Marcion.  My  time  being 
expired,  1  could  not  complete  the  quotations  which  I  had  to 
make,  and  I  now  proceed  with  them.  I  therefore  go  to  Mr. 
Barker's  learned  friend  and  brother,  Marcion.  (Partial  his- 
sing.) In  the  28th  verse  of  the  13th  chapter  of  St.  Luke,  where 
it  is  written, — "  When  ye  shall  see  Abraham,  and  Isaac,  and 
Jacob,  and  all  the  prophets,  in  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  you 
yourselves  thrust  out,"  he  so  altered,  added,  and  transposed  it, 
as  to  make  it  read, — "  When  ye  shall  see  all  the  just  in  tlxe 
kingdom  of  God,  and  you  yourselves  rejected,  and  found  with- 
out, there  shall  be  weeping  and  gnashing  of  teeth."  Will  Mr. 
Barker  unite  with  his  learned  friend  in  the  expunging  of  these 
portions  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  ?  He  likewise  omitted  all  the 
remaining  verses  of  this  chapter.  He  expunged  from  his  Gos- 
pel the  parable  of  the  Prodigal  Son.  In  the  18th  chapter,  he 
left  out. the  31st,  32nd,  and  33rd  verses,  in  which  our  Lord  said 
that  the  things  foretold  by  the  prophets  should  be  fulfilled  in 
his  sufferings,  death,  and  resurrection.  Will  Mr.  Barker  unite 
with  his  learned  friend  in  expunging  these  parts  ?  In  the  20th 
chapter,  he  omitted  ten  verses  which  relate  to  the  parable  of 
the  vineyard.  He  blotted  out  the  37th  and  38th  verses,  which 
contain  a  reference  to  Moses.  In  the  21st  chapter,  he  expunged 
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the  18th,  21st,  and  22n(i  verses,  because,  in  the  concluding  sen- 
tence, there  is  a  reference  to  the'  Old  Testament,  in  saying  "  that 
all  things  that  are  written  may  be  fulfilled."  In  the  24th 
chapter,  he  omitted  that  part  of  the  conversation  of  our  Re- 
deemer with  the  two  disciples  which  related  to  the  prophecies 
of  his  sufferings.  Will  Mr.  Barker  unite  with  Marcion  in 
expunging  these?  But  these  are  only  a  small  portion  of  the 
alterations  and  mutilations  he  made  in  the  Gospel,  as  stated  by 
Tertullian,  Origen,  Epiphanius,  and  others.  He  rejected  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles.  He  altered  and  corrupted  the  epistle  to 
the  Galatians,  and  the  two  epistles  to  the  Corinthians ;  ne  made 
great  erasures  in  the  epistle  to  the  Romans ;  he  cut  away  por- 
tions from  the  two  epistles  to  the  Thessalonians,  and  corrupted 
considerable  portions  of  what  he  retained.  The  epistle  to  the 
Ephesians  he  altered.  Colossians,  Philemon,  and  Fhilippians, 
it  is  said,  he  did  not  much  alter.  The  remaining  parts  of  the 
New  Testament  he  rejected  altogether.  I  should  wish  Mr. 
Barker  to  answer  the  question,  whether  he  unites  with  his 
learned  friend  Marcion  in  expunging  all  these  portions  of  God's 
blessed  word  ?  Now,  then,  I  repeat  the  stfl,tement  that  Marcion 
is  the  only  authority  for  the  alteration  and  mutilation  of  the 
Gospel  of  St.  Luke,  which  mutilation  is  adopted  by  Mr.  Barker. 
Yes !  Marcion  is  the  only  authority  :  he  who  said  that  the 
true  God  did  not  make  the  world — he  who  maintained  that 
there  were  two  Christs — he  who  denied  that  our  Lord  had  a 
real  body — ^he  who  denied  the  resurrection  of  the  human  body 
— ^he  who  made  these  mutilations,  interpolations,  and  corrup- 
tions of  the  Gospel,  is  the  individual  who  is  held  forward  as  an 
UPRIGHT  MAN  ;  as  a  man  whose  character  is  UNIM- 
PEACHED.  It  is  this  man  who  is  set  forth  to  be  our  guide 
in  determining  what  parts  of  the  Gospel  according  to  St.  Luke 
are  to  be  received,  and  what  parts  rejected  ! 

The  Ebionites  have  been  referred  to  by  Mr.  Barker.  It  is 
said  the  Ebionites  rejected  the  two  first  chapters  of  Matthew. 
It  therefore  becomes  important  to  inquire  who  the  Ebionites 
were,  and  what  were  their  principles?  Now,  the  Ebionites 
were  a  sect,  who,  in  an  early  age,  departed  from  the  truth  of 
God,  if  ever  they  had  that  truth  at  all ;  and  who  connected 
with  their  professed  faith  in  the  Messiah  some  of  the  most 
monstrous  doctrines.  They  maintained  the  perpetual  obliga- 
tion of  the  Mosaic  ritual.  They  contended  for  the  necessity  of 
adherence  to  its  observances  as  essential  to  salvation.  They 
denied  the  authority  of  the  prophets,  or  most  of  them.  And 
they  denounced  the  Apostle  Paul  as  an  apostate  from  the  law, 
and  rejected  his  writings !  Now  these  are^he  characters  who 
are  held  forth  as  the  authority  for  rejecting*" the  two  first  chap- 
ters of  the  Gospel  according  to  St.  Matthew.  But,  then,  these 
individuals  were  much  divided  among  themselves,  even  with 
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regard  to  the  miraculous  conception.  The  greater  part  of 
them,  Lardner  states,  held  that  doctrine  ;  and  only  a  compa- 
ratively  small  number  of  them  denied  the  doctrine.  It  has 
been  said  that  the3r  had  a  copy  of  the  Gospel  of  Matthew, 
which  did  not  contain  the  two  nrst  chapters.  The  fact  is,  that 
they  had  a  copy  of  the  Gospel  according  to  Matthew,  if  history 
be  correct,  which  was  fuU  and  campletey  containing  the  whole 
of  the  Gospel  according  to  St.  Matthew.  However,  there  were 
a  few  of  them,  denying  the  miraculous  conception,  who  had  a 
mutilated  copy — who  had  expunged  the  two  first  chapters,  for 
the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  Grospel  to  their  corrupt 
principles,  and  to  make  it  conform  to  their  sentiments. 

I  shall  appeal  to  the  authority  of  some  ancient  writers,  as  ex-< 
pressing  the  sentiments  which  the  Ebionites  held.  Origen  says 
— "There  are  two  sorts  of  Ebionites,  some  of  whom  believed 
Jesus  to  have  been  bom  of  a  viigin,  as  we  do ;  some  who 
supposed  Jesus  to  have  been  bom  as  other  men  are."  Origen 
speaks  of  both  sorts  of  these  men  as  fond  of  Jewish  observances. 
Afterwards,  in  the  same  book  against  Celsus,  he  says  that 
**both  sorts  of  the  Ebionites,  like  the  Encratites,  rejected  St. 
Paul's  epistles ;  nor  did  they  consider  him  a  wise  or  good  man.'* 
(3rd  booK,  p.  127,  Origen  against  Celsus.)  Eusebius  says — 
**  They  are  called  by  the  ancients  Ebionites,  because  they  have 
but  a  low  opinion  of  Christ,  thinking  him  to  be  a  mere  man, 
bom  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  honoured  for  his  advancement  in 
virtue ;  and  esteeming  the  ritual  observances  <ff  the  law  neces- 
sary to  be  observed  by  them,  as  if  they  could  not  be  justified 
by  faith  in  Christ  only.  Others  do  not  deny  that  Jesus  was. 
bora  of  a  virgin  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  Nevertheless,  they  do 
not  acknowledge  his  pre-existence  aaGod  the  Word :  and,  like 
the  others,  they  are  fond  of  the  external  observances  of  the  law 
of  Moses.  They  also  reject  Paul's  epistles,  and  call  him  an 
apostate  from  the  law."  (Eus.  Eccf.  Hist.,  3rd  book,  chap. 
27,  p.  99.)  I  have  other  extracts,  but  I  shall  not  refer  to 
them  at  present.  Now,  these  are  the  characters  who  are 
referred  to  in  the  tract  entitled  "The  Miraculous  Conception," 
as  the  authority  for  expunging  the  two  first  chapters  of  Saint 
Matthew,  containing  tne  doctrine  of  the  Miraculous  Concep- 
tion. 

With  regard  to  the  Ebionites,  I  would  observe,  further,  that 
there  is  no  doubt  that  these  men  were  the  descendants  and  fol- 
lowers of  those  Judaizing  teachers  who  assumed  the  Christian 
name  in  the  time  of  the  apostles,  but  who,  instead  of  being 
true  Christians,  were,  as  the  apostles  designated  them,  enemies 
to  the  cross  of  Christ,  men  who  subverted  the  Gospel  of  the 
Saviour.  Now  the  resemblance  between  these  false  teachers 
and  the  Ebionites  referred  to  by  Origen,  <fec.,  is  remarkable 
and  striking.    They  held  that  it  was  perpetually  obligatory 
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to  attend  to  circumcision,  and  to  keep  the  law  of  Moses.  So 
did  their  ancestors — ^the  Judaizing  teachers.  See  the  15th 
chapter  of  Acts,  the  Ist  verse, — "And certain  men  which  came 
down  from  Judea  taught  the  brethren,  and  said.  Except  ye 
be  circumcised  after  the  manner  of  Moses,  ye  cannot  be  saved." 
They  refused  to  hold  communion  and  intercourse  with  believ- 
ing Gentiles ;  and  thus  they  perpetuated  that  middle  wall  of 
partition  which  it  was  the  great  object  of  the  gospel  to  throw 
down.  So  did  their  ancestors.  They  rejected  Paul,  and  so 
did  th«ir  ancestors.  Hence  it  was  concerning  these  teachers 
of  the  law  that  he  wrote  to  the  Galatians, — "I  marvel  that  ye 
are  so  soon  removed  from  him  that  called  you  unto  the  grace 
of  Christ  unto  another  Gospel :  which  is  not  another ;  but  there 
be  some  that  trouble  you,  and  would  pervert  the  Gospel  of 
Christ."  There  is  express  mention  made  of  false  teachers  of 
this  class  in  Paul's  epistle  to  Titus,  1st  chapter,  and  10th  and 
11th  verses: — "For  there  are  many  unruly  and  vain  talkers 
and  deceivers,  specially  they  of  the  circwmcision :  whose  mouths 
must  be  stopped,  who  subvert  whole  houses,  teaching  things 
which  they  ought  not,  for  filthy  lucre's  sake."  Now  these  are 
Mr.  Barker's  friends,  and  his  only  authority  for  rejecting  the 
Gospel  narrative  of  the  Miraculous  Conception.  It  is  the  sen- 
timent of  Lardner,  that  when  heretics  rejected  any  portion  of 
tlie  New  Testament,  that  rejection  itself  furnished  an  evidence 
of  the  divine  authority  of  the  portion  so  rejected.  And  such 
must  be  the  condlusion  of  every  rational  mind  who  examines 
the  evidence  of  our  common  Christianity. 

Now  what  are  the  arguments  before  us  ?  I  have  laid  before 
you  the  objections  to  the  authenticity  of  this  portion  of  the 
Scriptures,  as  furnished  in  the  tract  of  Mr.  Barker.  You  have\ 
heard  them  stated  to  you  again.  He  tells  us  of  Marcion,  who 
rejected  the  two  first  chapters  of  Luke,  and  who  is  his  only 
authority  for  so  doing.  He  tells  us  of  the  Ebionites,  who  re- 
jected the  two  first  chapters  of  Matthew.  And  these  are  his 
only  authorities.  What  have  I  maintained,  on  the  other  hand  ? 
"What  is  the  positive  evidence  afforded  you  to  controvert  the 
false  assertions  which  my  opponent  has  put  forth  in  the  tract 
to  which  I  have  referred  ?  I  have  shown  to  you  that  these 
chapters  are  not  only  contained  in  the  received  text,  but  in 
Griesbach  and  Schulz,  and  in  the  Syriac  version,  in  the  Latin 
Vulgate,  in  every  ancient  version,  and  in  every  modem  ver- 
sion :  and  that  these  excepted  passages  are  quoted,  not  by 
Ignatius  alone,  but  by  every  Father  from  the  time  of  the 
Apostles  through  the  various  succeeding  ages  of  the  Christian 
Clmrch.  If,  therefore,  the  evidence  of  history  and  of  literature 
can  decide  a  question — ^if  any  part  of  the  book  of  God  can  be 
proved  to  be  genuine,  we  have  evidence  of  the  authenticity  of 
these  portions  equal  to  the  authenticity  of  any  other  portion  ; 
•^thc  evidence  rega/rding  them  cannot  possibly  be  tmdermined. 
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But  Mr.  Barker  tells  us,  after  all,  that  he  cannot  beliere 
these  portions  of  Scripture  to  he  genuine — cannot  believe  the 
evidence  which  has  been  furnished.     What,  then,  are  we  to 
reject  the  authority  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  when  it  is  sustained 
by  the  mighty  evidence  which  has  been  laid  before  you  on  the 
present  occasion?    Surely,  we  are  not.    You  will  perceive 
clearly  that  we  have  no  more  right  to  reject  or  alter  any  por- 
tion of  St.  Luke,  or  any  portion  of  St.  Matthew,  to  accommo- 
date Mr.  Barker  or  his  friends,  than  we  have  to  alter  the  Gos- 
pel to  accommodate  it  to  the  spurious  books  of  the  Mormonites, 
or  to  the  poetical  ravings  of  Johanna  Southcote.    No  !  we  will 
not  comply  with  the  request  of  Mr.  Barker  to  alter  or  expunge 
any  portion  of  the  Gospels  in  deference  to  his  learned  friend 
and  brother  Marcion.    No !  he  may  pay  that  deference  to  him 
if  he  pleases  :  he  may  adopt  him  as  his  patron  in  learning,  and 
as  his  teacher  in  theology :  h€  may  put  him  forth,  as  he  does 
in  this  tract,  as  having  authority  to  decide  these  matters  :  he 
may  induce  the  unsuspecting  to  displace  the  authority  of  the 
Gospels  in  deference  to  Marcion : — but  the  attempt  will  be  re- 
sisted by  the  reflecting  portion  of  the  community,  and  resisted, 
too  with  all  the  decision,  with  all  the  abhorrence,  and  with 
all  the  contempt  which  it  justly  deserves.    Alter  Luke's  Gos- 
pel, or  Matthew's,  in  conformity  with  the  dictates  of  Marcion ! 
No,  never,  until  we  have  lost  either  our  reason  or  our  con- 
science.    No,  never,  until  we  have  lost  our  love  for  the  truth, 
or  are  incapable  of  discerning  it.    No,  never,  until  we  have 
lost  all  capability  of  distinguishing  between  the  ravings  of  a 
fanatic,  and  the  sober  verities  of  the  eternal  word.     If  Mr. 
Barker  can  set  aside  the  conviction  of  twenty  years,  sustained 
by  the  reading  of  a  thousand  volumes, — ^if  he  can  set  aside 
this  conviction,  by  reading  a  tract  of  a  few  pages,  or  dipping 
into  the  notes  of  the  Unitarian  version  of  the  New  Testament, 
the  reflecting,  the  considerate,  the  prayerful  portion  of  the 
community — will  not  so  insult  their  understandings,  nor  the 
God  who  has  conferred  those  understandings  upon  them.  Men 
may  be  deceived  for  a  time  :  but  when  they  perceive  attempts 
from  any  man  to  rob  them  of  the  precious  treasure  of  God's 
Holy  Word,  or  to  impose  upon  their  understandings,  no  matter 
who  the  man  may  be,  they  will  i*epel  it  with  one  united  ex- 
pression of  stem  and  irresistible  indignation.    And  collecting 
together  every  ephemeral  tract  or  publication  which  may  de- 
ceive them,  tiiey  will  consume  them  to  ashes,  and  will  scatter 
those  ashes  to  the  four  winds  of  heaven.    (Loud  applause,  and 
hissing,  with  cries  of  "  Order"  from  the  Chairman,)    Sunday 
school  teachers,  who  love  the  children  that  are  committed  to 
their  care — who  are  anxious  to  pour  the  fresh  instruction  o'er 
the  mind,  and  train  the  objects  of  their  charge  to  love  God, 
and  to  revere  the  Holy  Scriptures,  will  not  allow  them  to  be 
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thus  corrupted.  Fathers  who  love  their  offspring  and  feel 
deeply  their  responsibilities,  will  not  allow  them  to  be  thus 
corrupted.  Mothers  who  love  their  offspring  with  the  love 
which  a  mother's  heart  alone  can  know — who  press  their  off^ 
spring  to  their  bosom,  and  manifest  all  the  tender  interest  of  a 
mother's  heart,  in  connection  with  a  pious  feeling, — will  not 
allow  their  offspring  to  be  thus  corrupted.  They  will  put 
away  from  them  every  stray  leaf  that  may  be  calculated  to 
deceive  or  corrupt,  and  the  Bible  shall  resume  its  place  in  their 
confidence,  esteem,  affection,  and  practical  regard.  And  like 
the  devout  and  honoured  Lois  and  Unice,  they  will  train  their 
children  up  to  revere  the  Holy  Scriptures,  to  obey  their  sacred 
mandates,  and  to  embrace  their  saving  blessings. 

It  is  a  singular  fact  which  ought  not  to  be  lost  sight  of,  that 
while  Mr.  Barker's  present  views  contradict  .the  views  he  has 
formerly  expressed,  and  contradict  all  history, — all  authentic 
and  proper  history, — and  contradict  the  Holy  Scriptures, — it 
is  a  remarkable  fact,  that  they  sympathize  with  the  sentiments 
which  are  held  by  infidels.  It  is  a  remarkable  fact  that  Lloyd 
Jones,  when  debating  with  Mr.  Barker  at  Oldham,  advanced 
objections  against  the  Miraculous  Conception  such  as  are  now 
advanced  by  Mr.  Barker  :  that  is  to  say,  he  denied  the  doc- 
trine, and  alleged  that  the  doctrine  is  an  objection  to  the  Gos- 
pel of  the  Saviour.  Infidelity  is  a  bad  school  to  learn  in,  and 
it  is  a  very  ominous  indication  that  Mr.  Barker  appears  here 
to  discuss  against  the  truth  with  a  Christian  minister — (hiss- 
ing and  applause)— I  believe  in  the  very  place  where  he  once 
appeared  contending  with  infidels,  to  prove  against  them  the 
very  doctrines  which  he  has  since  denied,  and  which  he  does 
still  deny.  I  should  be  glad  for  a  happy  change  to  take 
place.  I  should  be  glad  to  hear  his  eloquent  tongue  again 
defend  those  Scripture  principles  ;  and  should  rejoice  to  stand 
by  as  his  right-hand  man»  while  employed  in  such  an  impor- 
tant work. 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  answer  a  few  of  the  objections  ad- 
vanced by  Mr.  Barker  last  evening. 

Mr.  Barker  speaks  of  his  sacrifices;  but  any  sacrifices 
which  have  been  made  by  him,  are,  I  conceive,  no' evidence  of 
the  unsoundness  of  my  ai*guments,  nor  any  evidence  of  the 
soundness  of  his  own.  Besides,  it  should  never  be  forgotten 
that  men  of  the  most  objectionable  principles  have  frequently 
made  sacrifices,  as  th^  call  them,  in  support  of  their  princi- 
ples. Spinoza,  who  employed  his  pen  to  undermine  the  foun- 
dation of  religion,  made  a  sacrifice  of  about  five  hundred 
dollars  annually  that  he  might  enjoy  his  corrupt  principles 
in  repose,  and  that  he  might  diffuse,  them  through  society. 
And  Taylor,  also,  who  was  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land, sacrificed  his  post,  his  salary,  and  his  emoluments,  that 
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he  might  propagate  infidelity.  I  know  not,  therefore,  why 
Mr.  Barker  should  urge  the  sacrifices  he  has  made,  if  he  has 
made  any  ;  for  what  have  we  to  do  with  that,  in  deciding  the 
question  before  us  ?  . 

In  reply  to  some  of  my  observations,  he  said  he  had  become 
wiser  ;  and  having  become  wiser,  had  found  out  reasons  for 
discarding  some  of  the  doctrines  which  are  before  us.  He 
may  t/iim!  that  he  has  become  wiser  ;  but  that  is  certainly  no 
evidence  of  his  bein^  wiser.  Cerinthus,  who  opposed  the 
apostle  John,  thought  himself  wiser  than  the  apostle.  Hyme- 
naeus,  Philetus,  Hermogenes,  and  Alexander  thought  they  were 
wiser  than  Paul.  Eljrmas,  who  opposed  the  apostle's  ministry, 
thought  he  was  wiser  than  the  apostle.  And  Tom  Paine,  who 
was  brought  up  in  the  principles  of  Christianity,  thought  he 
had  become  wiser  when  he  had  found  so  much  knowledge  as 
to  put  forth  arguments  against  our  common  faith,  to  under- 
mine the  foundation  of  the  Christian  religion.  And  so  with 
regard  to  Taylor.  To  become  wiser,  in  my  view,  is  to  hold 
fast  the  truth.  To  become  wiser,  is  to  act  as  Timothy  acted 
under  the  exhortation  of  Paul ;  namely,  to  hold  fast  the 
things  which  had  been  committed  to  him,  and  to  abide  by  the 
Holy  Scriptures  as  the  great  foundation  and  support  of  all  his 
principles. 

Reference  was  made  by  Mr.  Barker  to  Montanus,  for  the 
purpose  of  upsetting  my  statement  with  regard  to  Marcion. 
We  were  told  that  Montanus  had  been  reputed  a  heretic  ;  but 
that  John  Wesley  had  spoken  well  of  him.  Pray,  what  had 
that  to  do  with  the  subject  ?  Marcion  is  not  Montanus ;  and 
Montanus  is  not  Marcion.  Montanus' did  not  live  in  the, 
same  generation  as  Marcion,  but  fifty  years  later.  Nor  did  he 
hold  any  peculiar  notions  in  common  with  Marcion.  Mon- 
tanus did  not  deny  the  passages  of  Scripture  to  which  I  have 
referred.  Montanus  did  not  reject  the  Miraculous  Conception. 
He  did  not  go  about  to  corrupt  the  word  of  God.  He  hated  the 
principles  of  Marcion.  And  it  is  remarkable  that  the  autho- 
rity I  have  quoted,  TertuHiau,  is  the  authority  in  favour  of 
Montanus  and  against  Marcion.  For  what  purpose,  then, 
could  we  be  referred  to  Montanus  ?  Mr.  Barker  must  have  felt 
the  extreme  weakness  of  his  cause,  when  he  had  to  quote  John 
Wesley  in  favour  of  Montanus  ;  as  if  because  Montanus  was 
a  good  man  at  one  period,  Marcion,  at  another  period,  could 
not  be  a  bad  one ! 

Mr.  Barker  endeavoured  to  overturn  another  of  my  state- 
ments in  which  I  asserted  that,  from  the  time  of  the  Ebion- 
ites  and  Marcion  until  the  period  when  Priestley  turned 
author,  there  was  not  one  sect  of  Christians  who  held  the 
notion  against  the  Miraculous  Conception.  He  referred  to 
Elwall.     Wliy  Elwall  was  cotemporary  with  Joseph  Priest- 
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ley.  He  lived  in  the  same  day.  And  Priestley  speaks 
of  having  seen  him.  How  extremely  weak  and  hopeless 
must  his  cause  be,  when  he  is  obliged  to  adopt  expedients  of 
this  kind  I 

Then,  again,  Mr.  Barker,  in  reply  to  my  observations  about 
so  small  a  work  as  Richard  Wrignt's  (the  substance  of  which 
is  given  in  twenty-two  pages,)  being  sufficient  to  upset  his 
former  conviction,  compared  the  production  of  Richard 
Wright  with  the  work  of  the  apostle  John ;  and  said  John's 
Gospel  would  not  extend  to  more  than  about  twenty-two 
pages.  Mr.  Barker  had  not  used  formerly  to  compare  such 
productions  as  Richard  Wright's, — a  weak,  a  trashy,  a  flimsy 
publication,  full  of  deception, — with  the  writings  of  the 
apostles.  He  never  did  that  until  he  spoke  of  the  Scrip- 
tures as  a  «  TWO-MOUTHED  GUIDE  AND  A  DOUBLE- 
TONGUED  DIRECTOR." 

He  says  Marcion  has  been  caluminated.  Let  me  ask  him 
by  whom  1  I  did  not  refer  to  the  moral  character  of  Marcion, 
except  so  far  as  the  corruption  of  the  Word  of  God  is  con- 
cerned. I  did  make  statements  with  regard  to  his  corrup- 
tions of  the  Scriptures  ;  but  that  is  no  calumny.  It  is  the 
cadumny  which  all  history  furnishes — ^the  calumny  which 
Unitarian  history  furnishes — ^the  calumny,  if  it  be  such, 
which  Lardner,  in  his  Credibility  of  the  Gospel,  furnishes  ; 
and  it  is  a  true  statement  which  no  art  of  man  can  possibly 
undermine. 

He  tells  us,  too,  that  he  will  bring  forward  such  «vidence 
as  will  make  Christians  never  believe  again  in  the  Miraculous 
Conception,  or  never  believe  it  soundly.  I  hope  he  does  not 
hold  that  out  as  a  threatening.  Others,  before  him,  havB 
threatened  what  they  would  do.  Voltaire  threatened  what 
he  would  do.  He  said  he  would  "  crush  the  wretch."  And 
Paine  said  he  had  gone  through  the  Scriptures  like  a  woodman 
with  an  axe  in  his  hand,  cutting  down  trees.  But  the  Tree 
of  Life  still  grows  and  flourishes — (applause,  and  calls  of 
** Order;") — and  shall  bear  fruit  to  perfection '(applause), 
until  its  branches  are  spread  over  the  wide  earth,  and  all 
nations  shall  sit  beneath  its  shade,  and  partake  of  its  life- 
giving  fruit.  But  if  he  can  shake  the  faith  of  the  Christian 
in  this  doctrine,  I  say,  let  him  do  it.  I  call  upon  him  to 
do  it.  I  want  him  to  do  his  best  on  this  point ;  because  I 
feel  satisfied  that  all  he  has  to  say  will  be  so  met  and  con- 
troverted by  myself,  that  instead  of  Christians  never  believing 
the  doctrine  again,  thev  will  never  doubt  it  more.  They 
will  find  it  to  be  so  well  sustained — so  perfectly  establishe<i, 
that  doubt  they  cannot.  They  must  believe.  (Applause  and 
laughter.) 

He  says  he  does  not  reject  God's  word.     Well,  I  want  him 
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to  prove  that  he  does  not.  I  maintain  that  he  does.  That  is 
the  point  at  issue  ;  and  that  is  involved  in  the  question,  What 
is  a  Christian  ?  And  here  I  grapple  with  what  he  calls  his 
great  principle.  He  says  that  any  one  is  a  Christian  who 
merely  believes  Jesus  to  be  the  Messiah,  and  who  places  him- 
self under  his  instruction.  Against  that,  I  maintain  that  no 
man  is  a  Christian  who  rejects  the  doctrine  of  the  Miraculous 
Conception  and  those  passages  of  Scripture  by  which  the 
doctrine  is  taught  and  sustained.  Now  let  Mr.  Barker  grapple 
with  this  ;  and  if  he  wishes  to  prove  that  he  does  not  disbelieve 
any  portion  of  God's  word,  let  him  prove  that  this  is  no  por- 
tion of  God's  word. 

Mr.  Barker  spoke  about  people  not  being  hood- winked.  I 
would  be  the  last  to  hood- wink  any  one.  Who  do  hood- wink 
people?  Do  we  tie  bandages  about  their  eyes?  Do  we  close 
the  Holy  Scriptures  against  you?  Do  we  keep  the  key  of 
knowledge  from  you?  Is  not  this  the  duty  we  uniformly 
teach — "  Search  the  Scriptures  "  ?  We  have  always  opened 
before  you  the  volume  of  truth.  We  do  our  utmost  to  promote 
the  cheapness  of  God's  word.  Our  object  is  to  promote  its  free 
and  most  extensive  circulation.  And  we  exhort  you  to  search 
the  Word  of  God, — only  search  it  with  a  candid.  Christian, 
prayerful,  teachable  spirit.  But  though  we  do  not  hood-wink 
people,  people  may  hood -wink  themselves.  There  are  those 
who  love  darkness  rather  than  light.  Let  us  take  care  that 
while  we  xlo  not  hood-wink  other  people,  neither  do  we  blind- 
fold ourselves. 

With  regard  to  the  Atonement,  I  shall  soon  come  to  that. 
And  I  am  prepared  to  defend  the  Atonement — the  vicarious 
suflferings  and  death  of  our  Saviour.  If  Mr.  Barker  be  dispo- 
sed, as  he  appeared  to  be  last  night,  to  run  away  from  the 
important  subject  of  the  Miraculous  Conception — a  doctrine 
which  stands  first  and  foremost  in  the  Gospels — a  doctrine,  too, 
which  is  included  among  those  things  which  St.  Luke  says 
"  are  most  assuredly  bdieoed^* — I  say  if  Mr.  Barker  is  disposed 
to  run  away  from  that  subject,  I  am  not  disposed  to  run  away 
froin  the  subject  of  the  Atonement,  I  am  determined  to  defend 
that  important  doctrine  ;  but  not  on  one  night  merely.  I  do 
not  take  so  superficial  a  view  of  the  subject  as  to  be  content  with 
one  night's  discussion  on  the  Atonement.  I  am  not  for  merely 
touching  a  subject,  and  then  running  away  from  it ;  but,  just 
as  I  do  with  regard  to  the  Miraculous  Conception — as  I  bring 
it  forward  to  have  it  sifted,  and  thoroughly  investigated,  and 
as  I  have  endeavoured  to  bring  my  opponent  forward  to  the 
enquiry,  so  shall  I  do  with  regard  to  the  Atonement :  and  if 
he  is  disposed  to  run  away  from  tli<it^  I  must  bring  him  to  it 
again,  and  have  the  great  subject  thoroughly  investigated  :  he 
must  not  be  allowed  to  run  away  from  it  under  the  pretext  of 
introducing  a  new  subject  every  evening. 
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I  shall  answer  one  or  two  of  the  statements  made  by  Mr. 
Barker  last  evening  on  this  subject ;  and  then,  if  I  have  time, 
I  shall  enter  more  fully  into  the  argument. 

Mr.  Barker  said,  if  I  understood  him  aright,  that  justice  and 
righteousness  were  mercj/.  Why,  he  might  as  well  say  that 
night  is  day,  and  day  night.  He  might  as  well  assert  that 
sweet  is  bitter,  and  bitter  sweet ;  or  that  good  is  evil,  and  evil 
good.  Are  we,  then,  to  have  the  subject  blinked  by  confound- 
ing God's  attributes,  and  blending  two  or  three  into  one? 
Has  not  God  justice  as  well  as  love  1  Indeed  he  has.  I  ask, 
was  it  mercy  which  expelled  the  faUen  angels  from  the  heavens, 
when  they  rebelled  against  God ;  and  which  confines  them  in 
diains  of  everlasting  darkness  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great 
day?  Was  it  mercy  which  expelled  Adam  from  Paradise, 
.when  he  sinned  agamst  God  ?  Was  it  mercy  which  punished 
a  guilty  world  by  an  universal  deluge,  and  swept  them  away 
in  one  common  ruin?  Was  it  mercy  which  visited  the  idola- 
trous and  unbelieving  Egyptians,  and  put  their  iirst-bom  to 
death  ?  Was  it  mercy  which  so  repeatedly  visited  the  tribes 
of  Israel  with  punishment  for  their  sins ;  and  which  visits  us 
with  judgment  in  our  own  day?  It  is  love  and  benevolence 
which  shower  upon  us  daily  comforts  and  blessings ;  but  there 
is  justice  as  well  as  love — justice  which  will  punish  transgres- 
sors: and  the  claims  of  justice  must  be  respected,  while  the 
benefits  of  love  are  conferred  upon  the  good. 

He  tells  us,  God  is  love.  Yes,  his  love  is  boundless  and 
everlasting.  Yes,  He  is  love ;  or  else  he  would  not  have  borne 
with  our  multitude  of  rebellions  and  transgressions  against  his 
holy  law,  doing;  despite  to  his  Holy  Spirit.  Yes,  he  is  love  ; 
or  his  Son  would  never  have  come  into  the  world,  and  died 
upon  the  Cross.  Yes,  he  is  love  ;  and  it  is  remarkable  tliat 
the  displays  of  divine  love — ^the  greatest  displays  of  divine  love 
are  uniformly  placed  in  connection  with  the  atoning  sacrifice 
of  the  Saviour's  death.  Hence  it  is  said,  in  the  3rd  chap,  of 
John,  at  the  16th  verse,— "For  God  so  loved  the  world,  that 
he  gave  his  only  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him 
should  not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life."  The  Atonement, 
I  am  prepared  to  prove,  is  include4  in  that  passage.  Again,  in 
the  1st  epistle  of  John,  4  chap.,  and  9th  and  10th  verses,  it 
is  declared, — "In  this  was  manifested  the  love  of  God  towards 
us,  because  that  God  sent  his  only  begotten  Son  into  the  world, 
that  we  might  live  through  him.  Herein  is  love :  not  that  we 
loved  God,  but  that  he  loved  us,  and  sent  his  Son  to  be  the 
propitiation  for  our  sins."  And,  again,  in  Romans,  5th  chap, 
and  7th  and  8th  verses, — "  For  scarcely  for  a  righteous  man 
would  one  die :  yet  peradventure  for  a  good  man  some  would 
even  dare  to  die.  But,  God  commendeth  his  love  towards  us,  in 
that,  while  we  were  yet  sinners,  Christ  died  for  us."  Thus  then. 
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"vre  find  that  the  love  of  God  is  placed  in  connection  vrith  the 
Atonement — with  the  great  object  of  the  Saviour's  death.  The 
•whole  church  is  described  as  celebrating  the  love  of  God  in 
connection  with  the  Atonement, — "  Unto  him  that  loved  us, 
and  washed  us  from  our  sins  in  his  own  blood ;  to  him  be  glory 
and  dominion  for  ever  and  ever." 

Mr.  Barker  referred  to  the  3rd  chapter  of  Romans,  the  25th 
and  26th  verses.  "  Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitia- 
tion through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for 
the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of 
God;  to  declare,  I  «ay,  at  this  time  his  righteousness:  that 
he  might  b«  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him  which  believeth  in 
Jesus."    Now  in  this  chapter  the   apostle  Paul  clearly  and 
fully  states  the  efficc^  and  the  ol>)ect  of  the  Redeemer's  death, 
as  a  propitiatory  sacrifice.    But,    in  the  first  place,  as  an 
introduction  to  his  argument,  he   dwells  on  the  ^ilty  and 
ruined  state  of  man.     And  I  refer  you  to  that  portion  of  the 
chapter  beginning  at  the  9th  verse : — i**  What  then?  Are  we." 
(that  is,  we  Jews,)  "better  than  they?"  (that  is,  the  Gen* 
tiles).     "No,  in  nowise:  for  we  have  before  proved  both  Jews 
and  Gentiles,  that  they  are  all  under  sin ;  as  it  is  written. 
There  is  none  righteous,    no. not  one."     Then  the  apostle 
observes,  in  a  subsequent  passage, — "Now  we  know  that  what 
things  soever  the  law  saith" — ^that  must  be  the  morad  law,  not 
the  ceremonial  law,  because  the  Gentiles  were  not  subject  to 
the  ceremonial  law.    The  law  referred  to  is  that  to  whi<i  both 
Jews  and  Gentiles  were  subject,  and  must,  therefore,  be  the 
moral  law ; — "Now  we  know  that  what  things  soever  the  law 
saith,  it  saith  to  them  who  are  under  the  law:  that  every 
mouth  may  be  stopped,  and  all  the  world  may  become  guilty 
before  God."     Such  is  man's  condition.     "  Therefore  by  the 
deeds  of  the  law  there  shall  no  flesh  be  justified  in  his  sight : 
for  by  the  law  is  the  knowledge  of  sin.    But  now  the  righte- 
ousness of  God  without  the  law  is  manifested,  being  witnessed 
by  the  law  and  the  prophets ;  even  the  righteousness  of  God 
which  is  by  faith  of  Jesus  Christ  unto  all  and  upon  all  them 
that  believe ;  for  there  is  no  difference :  for  all  have  sinnedj 
and  come  short  of  the  glory  of  God."    All  are  in  a  perishing 
state,  and  God  regards  all  with  equal  compassion,  and  provides 
mercy  for  all  in  his  own  appointed  way.    Now  what  is  that 
way?    "  Being  justified  freely  by  his  grace  tiirough  the  re*- 
•demotion  that  is  in  Christ  Jesus."    And  what  is  that  redemp- 
tion ?    **  Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through 
faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission 
of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God.    To 
declare,  I  say,  at  this  time  iis  righteousness."     The  apostle 
makes  it  emphatic.    The  subject  is-important ;  and  he  wants 
2to  impress  it  deeply  upon  his  readers  :  therefore  he  repeats  the 
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sentence : — "To  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time  his  righteousness : 
that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him  which  belie veth 
in  Jesus."  Now,  last  night,  I  heard  something  about  plain 
passages.  I  ask,  is  this  a  plain  passage?  Can  language  be 
more  plain  and  explicit  than  the  language  of  the  passage  which 
I  have  just  read  to  you? 

Now,  in  this  text,  the  apostle  clearly  teaches  that  there  is  a 
distinct  character  assigned  to  the  Redeemer's  death,  or  the 
Redeemer's  "  blood."  That  character  is  a,  propitiation  {Hilasts- 
rion.)  So  then  the  character  of  Christ's  death  is  a  propitiatory 
sacrifice.  And  this  sacrifice  is  rendered  to  whom  ?  NOT  TO 
MAN,  BUT  TO  GOD.  And  what  for  ?  What  is  the  object  ? 
That  man  may  be  pardoned — that  man  may  "  receive  the  re- 
mission of  sins  that  are  past."  That  is  the  object. — ^But  why 
must  pardon  be  granted  in  this  mode,  and  this  alone  ?  because 
the  moral  perfections  of  the  Deity — ^his  justice  and  his  righte- 
ousness, require  it — *'  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier 
of  him  which  believeth  in  Jesus."  Thus  the  apostle  teaches^ 
that  in  order  that  the  justice  of  God,  and  the  sinner's  pardon, 
might  be  made  compatible,  a  propitiation  was  required  ;  that 
in  order  that  the  righteousness  of  God  and  the  remission  of 
sins  that  are  past  might  be  hapnonized  together,  a  propitiation 
was  required  ;  and  that  propitiation  is  the  blood  of  Christ. 
Now  this  implies,  clearly,  the  following  negative  proposition  ; 
namely,  that  without  this  propitiatory  sacrifice,  God's  justice 
and  the  Mnner's  pardon  could  not  be  harmonized  ;  that  God's 
righteousness  and  the  sinner's  forgiveness  of  sins  which  are 
past  could  not  be  reconciled.  It  implies  that  pardon  without 
this  propitiation,  would  involve  a  compromise  of  the  character 
of  God  ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  justice  of  God — the  righte- 
ousness of  God,  placed  an  eternal  barrier  to  the  sinner's  par- 
don, without  a  propitiation.  A  propitiation  there  miist  be  ; 
and  this  propitiation  is  declared  to  be  the  blood  of  Christ. 

God  is  not  only  the  Father  of  men — That  is  an  important 
relation,  and  an  endearing  one,  which  we  delight  to  contem- 
plate— 6ut  he  is  not  only  the  Father  of  men  :  he  is  also  the 
Sovereign  of  the  universe.  And  he  is  not  only  boundless  in 
love,  but  he  is  absolutely  pure  and  holy.  And  holiness,  in 
God,  is  not  merely  the  absence  of  sin,  it  is  aversion  to  sin.  As 
the  public  Governor  of  the  universe  his  justice  required,  and 
as  a  holy  and  a  righteous  God  his  nature  required,  that  sin 
should  not  be  pardoned  without  a  propitiation,  or  atonement, 
being  made  for  man.  That  is  the  doctrine  taught  by  the  apos- 
tle Paul.  Pardon,  without  an  atonement — without  the  propi- 
tiatory blood  being  shed,  would  annul  the  authority  of  the  law 
which  man  had  broken ;  would  interfere  with  the  rectitude 
and  stability  of  the  divine  government ;  would  thrown  down 
the  guards  of  moral  order  in  the  universe  ;  and  would  weaken 
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or  destroy  many  powerful  motives  to  obedience,  to  confidence, 
to  reverence,  and  noliness. 

Men  may  cavil  as  they  please,  and  employ  all  the  arts  of 
sophistry  to  evade  the  plain  meaning  of  God's  word,  in  endea- 
vouring to  establish  their  non-satisfaction  theory  ;  but  the 
words  of  the  apostle  will  for  ever  confront  them  ;  for  his  lan- 
guage clearly  implies  that  the  righteousness  and  the  justice  of 
God  required  a  propitiation,  and  that  without  its  being  offered 
no  pardon  could  be  granted  to  the  transgressor.  It  affirms, 
also,  that  that  propitiation  is  the  sacrifice  of  Christ. 

I  would  here  also  remark,  that  the  history  of  God's  moral 
government,  so  far  as  it  has  been  made  ktiown  to  man,  illus- 
trates and  confirms  the  views  which  are  stated  on  this  subject. 
We  have  two  classes  of  sinful  and  unhappy  beings  whose  his- 
tory and  condition  have  to  some  extent  become  unknown  to  us. 
We  have  one  class  named  men  ;  hut  there  are  fallen  angels  as 
well  as  fallen  men.  Now  for  fallen  men  there  is  pardon, 
because  there  is  a  propitiation.  Grod  can  be  just,  and  justify 
ungodly  men,  because  there  is  a  propitiation.  But  for  fallen 
angels  there  is  no  atonement,  and  therefore  no  pardon  :  for 
they  are  said  to  be  reserved  in  chains  of  darkness  unto  the 
judgment  of  the  great  day.  * 

This  doctrine  derives  confirmation  from  the  meaning  of  the 
word  ^^  propUicUion,*  In  the  Greek,  it  is  HilastSrion;  which 
is  rendered  propitiation.  It  has  been  said  that  the  word  some- 
times means  mercy-seat.  I  grant  that  it  is  sometimes,  applied 
to  the  mercy-seat,  but  in  a  secondary  sense,  and  always  in  a 
secondairy  sense  :  for  there  is  nothing  in  the  Greek  word  ren- 
dered propitiation  which  radically  contains  any  semblance  to 
the  idea  of  the  covering  of  the  ark,  or  of  a  seat  or  throne.  The 
Greek  word  is  derived  from  HilasJko,  to  prapitiatey  to  procure 
favour,  to  atone,  to  appease,  to  reconcile  by  sacrifice.  That  is 
the  ideal  meaning  of  the  term ;  and  therefore,  as  a  noun,  it 
means  one  who  propitiates  or  turns  aside  displeasure  ;  as  an 
adjective  it  has  the  word  Thuma,  or  sacrifice,  understood. — 
When  applied  to  the  mercy-seat  it  has  the  word  Epithema 
understood — and  literally  means  the  propitiatory  covering. — 
But  as  applied  to  Christ,  its  meaning  corresponds  to  the  radi- 
cal meaning  of  the  term — ^to  propitiate,  to  procure  favour  by 
sacrifice.  And  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  if  we  use  the  word 
"  mercy-seat,"  that  term  is  not  much  further  from  the  radical 
meaning  ;  for  the  blood  was  sprinked  there,  and  the  sprinkled 
blood  of  the  slaughtered  victim  made  that  the  mercy-seat. 
Without  the  blood  being  shed,  the  mercy-seat  itself  would  be 
the  throne  of  judgment,  and  not  of  mercy  ;  and  the  mild  glory 
of  the  Schechinah  would  become  "  a  consuming  fire"  to  the  bold 
intruder  if  he  ventured  there  without/ blood.  It  was  the  blood 
which  did  propitiate  ;  and  that  precious  blood  shed  in  our 
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behalf  is  the  blood  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  Now  it  is  in  har- 
mony with  this  view  of  the  subject  that  our  Lord  is  frequently 
spoken  of  as  *'  an  offerinffy"  and  a  **  sacrifice  for  «'«."  You  will 
remember  that  tliese  terms  were  applied  to  the  victims  under 
the  Jewish  law  :  and  just  as  the  ceremonial  law  had  a  reference 
to  the  Gospel,  so  had  those  victims  a  reference  to  Jesus  Christ. 
Tliey  were  the  types  ;  he  is  the  anti-type  :  they  were  figures  ; 
he  is  the  truth  :  they  were  shadows ;  he  is  the  substance  : 
"  for,"  says  John  the  Baptist,  "  the  law  was  given  by  Moses, 
but  grace  and  truth  came  by  Jesus  Christ."  And  St.  Paul 
says  the  law  had  ^^  a  shadow  of  good  things  to  come."  There 
is  an  essential  connexion  between  the  law  and  the  Crospel. — 
What,  in  fact,  is  the  New  Testament  economy,  but  the  expan- 
sion and  bright  development  of  great  principles  but  partially 
or  obscurely  discovered  in  the  preceding  economy  ?  It  is  the 
same  stream  of  mercy,  though  widened  and  deepened  in  its 
course  ; — ^the  beams  of  the  same  Sun  of  Righteousness,  though 
risen  from  grey-dawn  to  noon-day  brightness.  In  the  one, 
indeed,  we  have  the  tree  of  life  with  its  fruit  in  the  bud — ^germs 
for  future  development — ^the  bold  outline  of  the  glorious  dis- 
pensation which  was  to  come  :  we  have  the  nebulae  of  that 
brightness  which  was  destined  to  fxpand  into  meridian  splen- 
dour :  we  have,  in  fact,  the  promise  of  that  great  and  glorious 
dispensation  which  was  to  follow,  and  which  was  completed 
on  the  appearance  of  the  Saviour,  and  in  the  outpouring  of  the 
Holy  Spirit.  ^Much  applause.)  Mr.  Cooke  concluded  by 
observing  that  m  his  next  address  he  would  point  out  the 
meaning  of  the  word  in  the  Hebrew  which  was  rendered 
Atonement,  and  continue  his  remarks  on  that  subject. 

Dr.  Lees  then  introduced  Mr.  Barker,  and  reminded  the 
meeting  that  applause  only  produced  retaliation ;  and  both 
occasioned  a  loss  of  time. 

MR.  BARKER  : — Rei^cted  Chairmen :  My  Friends, — 
I  have  not  the  least  doubt  but  every  subject  connected  with 
Christianity  will,  in  its  turn,  be  thoroughly  investigated.  The 
spirit  of  free  inquiry  is  pervading  the  community.  The  minds 
of  the  multitude  have  been  roused  and  awakened.  And 
never  will  that  spirit,  I  am  persuaded,  be  laid  again.  Those 
subjects  which  are  not  investigated  by  one  man,  will  be  in- 
vestigated by  another.  However  old  opinions  may  be,  they 
will  still  be  tested.  However  venerable  they  may  have  been 
represented  to  be,  and  however  venerable  they  may  in  truth 
be,  they  will  still  be  brought  to  the  test  of  God's  word  : 
men's  minds  will  not  be^satisfied  without  a  clear  perception 
of  the  meaning  of  the  doctrines,  and  a  clear  apprehension  of 
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the  reasons  which  ought  to  commend  them  to  their  faith  and 
iheir  consciences.  And  it  will  be  well  for  people,  under 
these  circumstances,  to  prepare  themselves  to  hear  their 
opinions  <alled  in  question  ;  and  to  hear  both  sides  of  each 
question,  with  calmness  and  with  candour. 

I  am  wishful  that  the  present  discussion  should  be  as  pro- 
fitable as  possible  ;  and  that,  in  order  to  this,  it  should  be 
confined  to  principles  as  much  as  possible,  and  that  as  little 
as  possible  should  be  said  on  any  thing  else.  I  am  wishful 
that  every  subject  proposed,  on  the  Ust  which  has  been  fre- 
quently referred  to,  for  discussion,  should  be  discussed.  And 
I  am  desirous  that  if,  during  the  ten  nights,  these  several 
subjects  cannot  be  thoroughly  gone  through,  other  nights 
may  be  added  ;  and  the  discussion  be  continued,  with  need- 
ful intervals,  until  we  have  thoroughly  investigated  the  whole. 
I  am  wishful  too,  that  what  has  been  already  advanced, 
should  be  borne  in  mind  ;  and  on  that  account  I  will  briefly 
refer  to  the  steps  already  taken. 

The  first  question  wa%,  What  is  a  Christian  ?  It  was 
answered,  that  Christian  is  another  name  for  disciple  ;  and 
that  disciple  is  an  old  Latin  name  for  learner,  or  scholar. 
Every  one  that  received  Christ  as  a  teacher,  and  placed  him- 
self under  his  instruction  and  government,  with  a  view  to 
learn  in  order  to  practice  Christ's  doctrine,  was  proved  to  be 
a  Christian,  a  true  Christian.  It  was  shown  that  there  was 
no  Scripture  authority  for  stating  that  a  man  cannot  be  a 
Christian  unless  he  believe  in  the  Trinity,  in  natural,  heredi- 
tary depravity,  in  satisfaction  to  justice,  and  the  like  :  but 
that  the  simple  belief  in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  and  hearty 
submission  of  ourselves  to  his  instruction  and  government,  of 
itself,  constitutes  every  man  essentially  a  true  Christian  :  and 
that  the  great  duty  of  every  such  Christian  is,  as  he  acknow- 
ledges Christ  AS  a  teacher,  to  learn  of  him  ;  daily  to  drink  in 
his  doctrine  and  his  spirit ;  and  to  labour  in  all  things  to  be 
>confirmed  to  him  as  his  exemplar  and  his  master.  We 
have  noticed,  further,  the  question  ofthe  atonement,  redemp- 
tion, reconciliation,  and  the  like.  You  will  bear  in  mind,  I 
believe,  the  explanations  and  statements  which  I  gave  you 
on  those  points.  We  showed  that  the  word  "  atonement," 
occurs  but  once  in  the  New  Testament,  in  the  common  trans- 
lation ;  that  there  it  means  reconciliation  ;  that  the  recon- 
.ciiiation  mentioned  in  the  New  Testament,  is  the  reconcilia- 
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tion  of  man  to  God,  and  not  of  God  to  man  ;  that  the  word 
"  redemption"  means  redemption  from  iniquity,  from  badness 
of  heart,  and  from  wickedness  of  life  ;  that  "  bearing  our 
sins"  means  bearing  them  away,  curing  people  of  their  wick- 
edness, making  them  good  ;  that  "  propitiation,"  according 
to  the  meaning  of  my  opponent,  means  turning  God's  wrath 
away,  but  that  this  wrath  is  turned  away  by  Christ  only  so 
far  as  men  are  turned  away  from  sin  ;  that  God's  wrath  is 
still  revealed  against  all  unrighteousness,  and  his  favour  pro- 
cured for  none  except  those  who  depart  from  sin,  and  give 
themselves  to  holiness.     We  noticed  the  fact  that  the  blood 
of  Christ  is  represented,   not  as  satisfying  justice,  but  as 
cleansing  men    from   sin ;    that,  according   to  the  passage 
quoted  from  the  Revelations,  he  is  represented  as  having 
"  washed  us  from  our  sins  in  his  own  blood  ;"  that  forgive- 
ness of  sins  is  obtained  through  Christ's  death,  because  his 
death  redeems  people  from  sin  ;  that  when  a  man  is  redeem- 
ed from  sin,  his  past  transgressions  are  forgotten,  are  for- 
given, and  no  longer  imputed  to  Jiim  ;  that  Christ's  death 
saves  us,  but  that  true  salvation  is  salvation  from  sin,  which 
is  the  only  evil  in  the  universe,  comparatively  speaking,  and 
the  source  of  all  those  other  things,  commonly  called  evils. 
We  also  showed,  by  many  clear  passages  of  Scripture, 
that  it  was  not  because  of  the  sacrifice  of  Christ,  not  because 
God  had  received  satisfaction  to  justice,  that  he  forgave  sins, 
but  because  men  turned  from  their  evil  ways,  and  that  the 
reason  why  God  heard  his  people's  prayers  wus,  not  because  of 
what  Christ  had  done  or  suffered,  but  because  they  kept  God's 
commandments,  and  did  those  things  which  were  pleasing  in 
his  sight.     That  the  ground  of  man's  acceptance  and  salva^ 
tion   from   first   to.  last,   is   his  own  fidelity  or  obedience 
to  God. 

So  far  we  have  gone  ;  and  I  am  not  aware — (I  wish  to  be 
honest  in  all  my  statements)-— I  am  not  aware  that  a  single 
statement  which  I  made  last  night,  on  these  subjects,  has 
been  met  ;  I  will  not  say  refuted,  but  not  even  opposed. 

We  now  come  to  notice  another  subject,  viz.,  the  doctrine 
of  the  Miraculous  Conception.  My  first  observation  on  that 
point  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception  is 
not,  properly  speaking,  an  Unitarian  doctrine,  as  the  Uni- 
tarians differ  in  opinion  among  themselves  on  that  subject. 
Some  of  them  believe   it,  while   others  do   not.     I   wish. 
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also,  before  I  proceed  further  on  this  subject,  briefly  to  notice 
a  statement  made  by  my  opponent,  in  reference  to  Joseph 
Priestley.  While  speaking  of  him  as  a  changeling,  as  if  he 
had  been  a  changeling  in  an  improper  sense  of  the  word,  my 
opponent  also  said  that  Dr.  Priestley  believed  that  man  had 
no  soul.  Every  man's  opinions  should  be  justly  stated  ;  and 
whether  Priestley  was  right  or  wrong,  he  ought  to  have  his 
views  correctly  represented.  Did  Joseph  Priestley,  then,  be- 
lieve that  when  a  man  died  he  ceased  to  be  %  Did  he  dis- 
believe the  doctrine  of  man's  immortality  ?  On  the  contrary, 
he  believed  that  man  himself  was,  according  to  Scripture  lan- 
guage, a  "  living  soul :"  and  that  every  man  was  made  for 
immortality,  and  that  every  man  born  into  the  world  would 
live  for  ever  and  ever. 

On  the  subject  of  the  Miraculous  Conception,  I  have  to  notice, 
in  the  first  place,  that  what  was  advanced  by  my  opponent,  on 
that  subject,  was  what  no  one,  that  I  am  aware  of,  has  ever 
denied ;  viz.,  that  the  two  chapters  of  Matthew  and  Luke, 
in  which  the  story  of  the  miraculous  conception  is  given,  are 
to  be  found  in  all  known  manuscripts,  and  in  all  known  ver- 
sions of  the  Scriptures,  and  are  referred  to  generally  by  Chris- 
tian Fathers.  You  might  suppose,  from  the  labour  bestowed 
upon  this  point,  that  somebody  had  called  that  matter  in 
question.  I,  however,  never  heard  of  any  mortal  having 
called  it  in  question  up  to  this  moment.  /  never  called  it 
in  question.  On  the  contrary,  in  the  pamphlet  to  which 
reference  has  been  made,  it  is  expressly  acknowledged  ;  and 
it  is  entirely  on  other  grounds  that  the  doctrine  of  the  miracu- 
lous conception  is  opposed  in  that  pamphlet.  It  appears  to 
me,  therefore,  that  all  this  labour  has  been  spent  in  vain,  has 
been  spent  upon  a  point  which  no  one  disputed,  which  no 
one  denied.  Now  when  the  parties  were  agreed  on  one 
point,  the  proper  course  was  to  leave  that,  and  go  to  a  point 
on  which  tfaey  differed.  We  were  agreed  that  these  chapters 
were  not  omitted  from  any  known  manuscript  or  version* 
Why,  then,  dispute  it  ?  But  we  differ  on  another  point,  viz., 
as  to  whether  these  chapters  ought  to  be  in.  It  does  not 
follow,  that  because  they  are  in  all  the  manuscripts  witli 
which  we  are  acquainted,  and  in  all  the  versions  of  the  New 
Testament  at  present  existing,  they  therefore  existed  in  the 
original  Gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke.  Here  we  differ. 
My  opponent  says  they  did  exist  in  the  originals.     I  state 
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that  there  appears  to  be  no  sufficient  evidence  that  they  did 
exist  in  them ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  there  is  evidence  to 
show  that  they  did  not  exist  in  the  original  Gospels.  Here 
is  a  point  for  consideration  and  diseus&ion  :  and  that  point 
fihould  have  been  clearly  stated  when  the  subject  was  intro- 
<luced,  in  order  that  no  one  might  be  prejudiced  by  a  parade 
of  useless  authorities,  and  that  no-  time  might  be  wasted  in 
affirming  what  was  not  disputed. 

As  I  stated  last  night,  if  my  opponent  had  any  intention 
to  reply  to  the  tract  on  the  miraculous  conception,  published 
hy  Richard  Wright, — ^if  he  had  really  designed  to  reply  to 
the  arguments  brought  forward  in  that  tract,  would  it  not 
have  beea  well  to  begin  with  the  beginning,  and  proceed 
aregularly  through  to  the  close,  to  examine  each  statement 
separately  as  it  stood  from  the  beginning  to  the  close  ?  To 
me  that  seems  the  course  which  should  have  been  pursued. 
That  it  was  not  pursued,  you  are  witnesses. 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  state  some  of  my  reasons,  (for  this 
as  a  subject  which  cannot  be  discussed  thoroughly  in  one 
5iight,)  for  rejecting  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
i;ion  ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  notice  some  of  the  argu- 
Clients  brought  forward  in  its  favour  by  my  opponent. 

My  first  argument  is  drawn  from  the  two  genealogies  givea 
^y  Matthew  and  Luke,  of  Jesus  Christ's  descent.  Matthew 
g)roposes  to  tell  you  in  what  line  Jesus  had  descended  from 
Abraham,  through  David.  How  does  he  do  this  ?  "  Abraham 
hegai  Isaac,  and  Isaac  begat  Jacob,''  and  so  it  runs  forward 
to  Joseph.  It  is  the  genealogy  of  Joseph  that  is  given.  It 
is  given  to  prove  that  Jesus  descended  from  David :  but  if 
Joseph  was  not  his  real  fatlier,  it  does  no  such  thing.  Fa 
that  case  it  should  have  been  the  genealogy  of  Mary.  It  is, 
however,  the  genealogy  of  Joseph  ;  and  if  Joseph  be  not 
'Christ's  father,  it  has  no  more  to  do  with  Christ,  than 
Joseph  had  to  do  with  him.  It  is  much  the  same  with* 
Luke.  Luke  traces  the  genealogy  upwards.  Whose  gene- 
alogy 1  Maiy's  ?  Of  course  it  ought  to  have  been  Mary's, 
if  ^  was  his  only  human  parent.  But  it  is  no  such  thing. 
Leaving  Mary  altogether,  it  takes  Joseph's  genealogy  ;  and 
it  takes  Joseph  up  to  David,  then  to  Abraham,  then  to 
Adam,  and  to  God.  All  this  would  be  lost  labour  if  Jesus 
fwas  not  the  son  of  Joseph.  Both  genealogies,  therefore, 
ilatly  contradict  the  story  of  the  miraculous  conception  ;  or 
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else  neither  has  any  thing  to  do  with  Christ's  descent.  We* 
agree  in  receiving  the  genealogies.  But  we  cannot  receive 
them  without  contradicting  the  story.  And  as  the  evidence 
in  favour  of  the  genealogies  is  irresistible^  I  take  the  genea- 
logies ;  and  I  allow  all  that  story  which  is  inconsistent  with, 
the  genealogies  to  fall  to  the  ground.  One  part  mutt  be 
received,  and  the  other  rejected.  I  receive  that  which  has 
most  evidence  in  its  favour,  which  is,  in  fact,  unquestioned  :. 
and  I  reject  that  which  has  less  evidence  to  support  it,  which 
has  been  questioned  from  the  beginning  of  the  Christian  era, 
I  know  that  some  people  have  pretended  to  explain  this, 
and  to  assign  a  reason  why  the  genealogy  of  Joseph  was 
given.  One  of  the  ancient  Fathers  said  it  was  to  lead  the^ 
Jews  to  believe  that  Jesus  was  descended  from  David.  Iiv 
other  words,  he  represents  that  a  pious  fraud  was  committed, 
in  order  to  gain  the  Jews  aver  to  Jesus  Christ,  whom  they 
would  not  have  received,  if  they  had  been  aware  that  he  had 
not  descended  in  the  male  line  from  David,  from  whom  their 
prophets  said  he  was  to  descend.  But  who  can  entertaia 
such  a  thought  as  that  ?  I  shall  give  the  explanations  of  the 
Fathers,  at  a  future  period,  perhaps.  And  you  will  §nd  bow 
the  poor  ancient  Fathers,  that  at  first  received  this  doctrine, 
were  put  to  their  wits'  end,  said  driven  almost  out  ^f  th^ 
wits,  to  devise  explanations,  to  reconcile  total  impossibilities 
and  flat  contradictions. 

My  next  observation  is,  that  in  the  New  Testament  Jemieh 
Christ  calls  himself  eighty-six  times  over  the  '^  Son  of 
Man."  Was  he  the  Son  of  Man  1  My  opponent  says,  the 
words  of  Scripture  are  the  words  of  God  ;  and  adds  that  the- 
words  employed  were  chosen  by  God  on  account  of  their  fitness- 
and  appropriateness  to  express  the  nature  of  the  things  to  which 
they  are  applied.  Will  he  tell  me,  then,  what  the  Scriptures 
mean  by  the  expression  ''Son  of  Man,"  which  Jesus  far 
eftener  uses  than  the  phrase ''  Son  of  God."  The  Son  of  Man 
means  the  Son  of  Man.  But  if  Jesus  be  not  the  son  of 
Joseph,  of  what  man  was  he  the  son  ?  If  he  be  not  the  son 
of  man,  and  the  son  of  Joseph  according  to  the  two  genealo- 
gies, there  is  no  fitness,  no  appropriateness  in  the  phrase. 
My  opponent  says  the  words  of  God  are  strictly  appropriate 
to  the  things  to  which  they  are  applied.  Yet  we  must 
Qtither  believe  that  Jesus  was  the  son  of  man,  or  else  reject 
eighty-six  portions  of  Jesus'  own  testimony.    But  we  cannot 
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reject  them.  He  is  the  truth.  What  he  said  of  himself  was 
correct.  He  was  the  son  of  man.  I  therefore  take  the 
story  as  given  in  the  genealogies,  and  believe  that  Jesus  was 
the  son  of  Joseph. 

Again,  in  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  we  are  told  that  it  • 
behoved  Jesus  to  be  made  in  all  points  like  unto  his  breth- 
ren. Of  course  he  was  made  like  unto  his  brethren  ;  and 
he  called  us  brethren  :  and  he  said  on  one  occasion,  f  I 
ascend  unto  my  Father,  and  your  Father ;  and  to  my  God 
and  your  God."  He  calls  us  brethren  ;  and  he  is  made  in  all 
points  like  unto  us.  Then  the  story  of  the  miraculous  con- 
ception is  not  true. 

Another  argument  is  this — at  least  it  is  a  fact  which  is 
worthy  of  notice.  Jesus  Christ  preached  the  Gospel,  did  he 
not  f  He  was  anointed  to  preach  the  Gospel  to  the  poor  ; 
and  he  said  himself,  referring  to  his  own  ministry,  that  the 
poor  had  the  Gospel  preached  to  them.  He  said  he  decla- 
red to  the  people  the  words  that  God  had  given  him.  Now 
read  Christ's  history  through— examine  every  discourse,  and 
see  if  you  can  find  the  slightest  hint  of  any  thing  like  the 
miraculous  conception  ?  There  is  not  a  word  of  it.  And 
yet  he  preached  the  Gospel,  and  directed  his  disciples  to  go  and 
preach  it  unto  all  nations.  Then  the  miraculous  conception 
is  not  a  part  of  the  Gospel.  If  it  had  been  part  of  the  Gos- 
pel, it  would  have  been  given  in  the  discourses  which  Christ 
preached,  containing  the  Gospel.  It  is  not  there  :  there  is 
not  a  word  about  it.  I  say,  it  forms  no  part  of  the  Gospel, 
then  ;  and  this  circumstance,  of  itself,  is  a  strong  evidence 
against  the  genuineness  of  the  story.  Mark  you  !  if  I  merely 
stated  that  the  story  was  never  mentioned  in  any*  part  of 
the  Scriptures,  but  the  beginning  ;  my  opponent  would  say  . 
if  it  was  given  therCf  that  was  enough  ;  that  part  was  plenty, 
and  it  need  not  be  repeated.  But  it  must  be  understood 
that  at  the  time  Christ  preached,  the  written  Gospels  were 
not  in  existence.  If  Jesus,  therefore,  did  not  preach  it,  it 
was  not  preached  at  all  in  those  days.  If  ke  did  not  tell  of 
his  miraculous  conception,  there  were  no  means  by  which 
people  could  know  the  doctrine.  People,  therefore,  could 
not  at  that  time  be  Christians,  on  my  opponent's  principle. 
He  says  no  one  can  be  a  Christian  who  does  not  believe  the 
miraculous  conception.  Jesus  never  preached  any  thing  of 
the  kind  ;  his  hearers,  therefore,  could  not  believe  in  it ;  so 
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that  his  hearers  could  not  be  Christians  or  disciples.  Here, 
then,  is  another  argument  against  the  doctrine.  Christ  never 
gave  the  slightest  hint  on  which  the  truth  of  it  could  be 
argued  :  and  yet  we  are  to  believe  in  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion as  part  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ. 

I  have  another  observation.  The  apostles,  in  their  sermons, 
after  the  day  of  Pentecost,  may  be  reasonably  believed  to  have 
preached  the  Gospel  plainly  and  fully.  Now  I  ask  any  man 
to  read  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  through  ;  to  peruse  the 
sermons  of  Peter  and  Paul,  and  of  the  rest  of  the  apostles, 
and  the  discourses  of  Stephen  and  the  other  disciples.  He 
will  find  sermons  addressed  to  Jews,  and  sermons  addressed 
to  Gentiles  ;  and  yet  he  will  not  find  in  all  these  sermons 
the  slightest  allusion  to  any  thing  like  the  miraculous  con- 
ception. We  have  this  account  given  by  Paul  of  the  Gospel 
which  he  preached  to  the  Corinthians  :  in  1  Cor.  xv.  1 — 8. 
"  Moreover,  brethren,  I  declare  unto  you  the  Gospel  which 
I  preached  unto  you,  which  also  ye  have  received,  and 
wherein  ye  stand  ;  by  which  also  ye  are  saved,  if  ye  keep  in 
memory  what  I  preached  unto  you,  unless  yfe  have  believed 
in  vain.  For  I  delivered  unto  you  first  of  all," — my  oppo- 
nent told  you  that  the  first  doctrine  of  all,  was^  the  miracu- 
lous conception  ;  '^  I  delivered  unto  you  first  of  all  that 
which  I  also  received," — Why,  Paul,  what  didst  thou  re- 
ceive ? — "  And  which  also  I  received,  how  that  Christ  died 
for  our  sins  according  to  the  Scriptures ;  and  that  he 
was  buried,  and  that  he  rose  again  the  third  day  ac- 
cording to  the  Scriptures,"  and  so  forth  ;  without  a  word 
of  tlie  miraculous  conception  in  the  whole.  Are  we  to 
be  told  that  that  is  a  fundamental  doctrine  of  the 
Gospel,  the  first  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  Gospel, 
which  was  neither  preached  by  Christ  nor  his  apostles  ?  It 
may  be  said,  no  one  denied  the  doctrine,  and  therefore  it 
was  not  necessary  to  speak  of  it.  But  many  must  have  been 
ignorant  of  it,  and  therefore  needed  to  be  taught  it.  And 
we  have  evidence  that  some  did  deny  the  doctrine,  as  soon  as 
we  have  evidence  that  any  one  taught  it.  The  only  reason  that 
can  be  assigned  for  their  silence  is,  that  nobody  believed  it. 

My  next  observation  is  this  :— We  have  a  number  of 
writings  of  the  apostles — of  Peter,  and  Paul,  and  Janies,  and 
John,  addressed  to  the  various  churches  ;  and  yet  the  mira- 
culous conception  is  not  mentioned  in  any  of  those.     Now 
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it  80  happens  that  among  those  early  churches  were  those 
-wicked  Ebionites,  and  those  wicked  Gnostics,  as  my  oppo- 
nent represents  them ;  who  denied,  or  did  not  believe,  the 
oniraculous  conception.  It  so  happens,  too,  that  the  apostles 
in  their  writings  reprove  and  argue  strongly  against  a  number 
of  errors  and  heresies.  Yet,  curious  enough, — ^though  my 
opponent  acknowledges  that  from  the  beginning  this  error  or 
heresy  had  crept  into  the  church  of  Jesus, — in  the  whole  of 
these  writings,  while  all  other  errors  were  exposed,  and  all 
other  heresies  were  rebuked  and  condemned,  there  is  never 
the  slighest  hint  at  any  such  heresy  as  disbelief  of  the  mira- 
•culous  conception.  Now  if  we  had  not  evidence  that  some 
people  did  deny  the  doctrine,  it  might  be  said  the  apostles 
never  wrote  against  the  heresy,  because  nobody  denied  the 
story.  But  it  is  acknowledged  by  our  opponent  that  there 
were  parties  who  did  deny  it,  and  that  they  were  a  set 
of  very  busy,  troublesome  people,  who  would  propagate  their 
•opinions.  There  is  therefore  no  cause  whatever  for  their 
silence — there  is  no  accounting  for  it  at  all,  except  on  this 
principle,  that  the  parties  who  denied  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion in  those  days  were  of  th€  same  opinion  with  the  apostles, 
^nd  that  none  of  them  had  been  taught  to  receive  it. 

My  opponent,  in  the  tract  which  he  published  on  this 
-subject,  says — *'  There  are  other  places  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment in  which  the  miraculous  conception  is  taught  besides 
$the  first  two  chapters  of  Matthew  and  Luke ;  and  he  quotes, 
4is  one,  Galatians,  4th  chap.,  and  4th  ver.,  ''  God  sent  forth 
Siis  son,  made  of  a  woman,  made  under  the  law,"  to  prove 
sthat  Christ  was  made  of  a  woman  only.  But  the  passage 
rsays  nothing  about  Christ  being  made  of  a  woman  only.  It 
isays  made  of  a  woman.  It  does  not  say  without  a  man  :  it 
'says  made  of  a  woman.  (Hissing.)  Well,  but,  say  people, 
the  word  means  that  he  was  the  son  of  a  woman.  (Some 
further  int^ruption.)  My  dear  friends,  if  what  I  say  is  un- 
Jtrue,  it  will  be  easily  exposed.  You  gave  a  fair  and  full 
hearing  to  what  I  am  endeavouring  to  refute.  I  only  ask  as 
silent  and  patient  a  hearing  as  you  gave  to  my  opponent. 
*0f  course  I  cannot  be  severe  with  you,  if  you  are  a  little 
troublesome.  There  was  a  time  when  I  should  have  listened 
perhaps  with  as  much  pain  as  yourselves  to  the  sentiments  I 
am  stating  ;  and  there  may  a  time  come  when  you  will  speak 
•on  them  with  as  much  freedom  as  I  do  now.  Just  listen 
patiently. 
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•Br.  Lees,  reminded  the  parties  who  express  their  disap- 
'proval,  that  they  were  admitted  on  condition  of  non-inter- 
rference,  and  they  were  bound  to  fulfil  their  engagement. 

Mb.  Barker: — If  being  made  of  a  woman,  or  bom 
'-of  a  woman,  implies  the  miraculous  conception  of  Christ,  I 
ask  you,  or  my  opponent,  what  is  to  be  made  of  such  pas- 
sages as  these  :— Job,  chap.  14,  ver.  1. — "  Man  that  is  bom 
of  a  woman,  is  of  few  days,"  Sec,  Job,  chap.  15,  ver.  14, — 
•"  What  is  man  that  he  should  be  clean  ?  and  he  which  is 
bora  of  a  Woman,  that  he  should  be  righteous  ?*'  Job,  chap. 
25,  ver.  4, — "  How  then  can  man  be  just  with  God  ?  or 
how  can  he  be  clean  that  is  born  of  a  woman  f  Matt. 
chap.  II,  ver.  11, — "Verily  I  say  unto  you,  among  those 
that  are  bom  of  woman  there  hath  not  risen  a  greater  than 
John  the  Baptist :  notwithstanding  he  that  is  least  in  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  is  greater  than  he."  Lastly,  if  **  born  of 
a  woman  "  must  mean  bom  without  man  ;  "  son  of  man  " 
will  mean  bom  without  woman. 

He  then  quotes  from  John,  the  1st  chap.,  and  the  14th 
*ver., — "  The  Word  was  made  flesh  and  dwelt  among  us." 
But  that  point  has  never  been  disputed.  1  also  say,  as  the 
apostle  teaches,  that  the  Word  was  made  flesh.  The  ques- 
tion is,  how  ?  By  miraculous  conception,  or  without  it  1 
The  Word  might  be  made  flesh  in  either  way  ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  in  which  way  was  it  1  There  is  not  one  word  in  the 
passage  to  tell  us.  We  all  agree  that  the  Word  was  made 
•flesh.  But  the  question  now  is,  Was  Jesus  the  son  of 
Joseph  ? — was  he  the  son  of  man  ? 

He  next  quotes  Grenesis,  chap.  3,  ver.  15, — "  I  will  put 
•«nmity  between  thee  and  the  woman,  and  between  thy  seed 
and  her  seed."  And  because  the  Messiah  is  believed  to  be 
prophecied  of  there,  and  spoken  of  as  the  seed  of  the  woman, 
it  is  concluded  that  the  miraculous  conception  is  implied.  It 
is  not  said  that  it  is  so  stated  ;  but  that  it  is  f o  implied,  I 
answer,  where  is  the  proof  that  it  was  implied  ?  It  never 
was  said  to  be  so  implied  by  Christ  or  any  of  his  apostles. 
And  the  "  seed  of  the  woman,"  like  being  bom  of  a  woman, 
ifl  only  another  phrase  for  men — ^for  any  man. 

Again,  it  is  said  that  it  was  necessary  that  Christ  should 
he  bom  of  a  woman,  without  a  human  father,  in  order  to 
secure  him  from  natural  depravity,  or  original  sin  ;  and  my 
opponent  says,  in  the  tract  he  has  published  on  original  sin, 
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that  Christ's  miraculous  conception  proves  the  doctrine  of 
Original  Sin,  because  it  rendered  it  necessary  that  he  should 
be  bom  without  a  human  father.  Now,  in  answer  to  this,  I 
state,  first,  that  the  doctrine  of  Natural  Depravity  is  itself  an 
anti-Scriptural  and  an  anti-Christian  doctrine  ;  and  is  not 
only  liot  taught,  but  stands  in  fearful  contradiction  to  what 
is  taught  most  plainly,  both  by  Christ  and  his  apostles.  See 
Matthew,  19th  chapter,  verses  13  to  15.  Some  women 
brought  children  to  Christ,  and  the  disciples  rebuked  them  ; 
but  Jesus  rebuked  his  disciples,  and  said,  "  Suffer  little  chil- 
dren, and  forbid  them  not,  to  come  unto  me  :  for  of  such  is 
the  kingdom  of  heaven."  Now,  is  heaven  made  up  of  per- 
sons totally  depraved?  Or  is  it  made  up  of  persons  stain- 
less, sinless,  pure  1  We  all  know  that  unholy  things  are  not 
allowed  to  enter  into  heaven  ;  and  that  all  who  enter  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  are  free  from  sin.  Yet  Christ  says,  of 
little  children,  "  Forbid  them  not  to  come  unto  me  ;  for  of 
such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  I  am,  of  course,  aware  that 
this  doctrine  of  Christ's  is  not  orthodox  ;  that  it  is  contrary 
to  the  doctrines  which  are  taught  by  the  hired  orthodox 
priests  of  the  present  day  :  and  I  have  no  doubt  if  the  ortho- 
dox priests  of  the  present  day  had  heard  the  Saviour  teach- 
ing such  a  doctrine,'  and  had  not  known  who  he  was,  they 
would  have  been  sadly  put  about,  and  would  have  tried  to 
silence  him.  I  fancy  I  see  them,  and  hear  them,  as  they 
remonstate  with  him.  "  Dear  Friend,"  they  would  say,  **  You 
are  teaching  religion  before  you  have  sufficiently  learned  it. 
You  surely  cannot  have  gone  through  a  regular  course  of  study. 
Are  you  not  aware  that  those  little  ones  are  totally  depraved, — 
that  all  children  are  born  into  the  :world  with  their  nature  en* 
tirely  corrupt,  in  the  image  of  the  devil  and  of  the  brute,  under 
the  guilt  of  Adam's  sin,  and  under  the  wrath  and  curse  of  God  ? 
Yet  you  are  teaching  the  people  that  of  such  is  the  kingdom 
of  heaven."  But  I  fancy  I  see  with  what  firmness  and  com- 
passion he  would  have  answered  them.  He  would  have  told 
them  that  though  he  had  not  been  at  their  colleges  or  theo- 
logical institutions,  nor  received  any  instruction  from  the 
priesthoods  of  the  day,  yet  he  still  knew  as  much  about  God 
and  his  truth,  as  they  did  ;  that  though  he  had  not  been 
taught  by  man,  he  had  the  spirit  of  God,  and  had  been 
taught  by  Him,  both  what  he  should  do  and  what  he  should 
say  ;  that  though  his  doctrine  was  contrary  to  the  doctrine  of 
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John  Wesley,  and  Timothy  D wight,  and  to  the  doctrines 
taught  in  the  colleges  and  theological  institutions  of  the 
orthodox  sects,  yet  he  knew  it  to  be  true,  and  he  would 
have  still  gone  on  to  say: — "  Suffer  little  children  to  corae 
unto  me,  and  forbid  them  not  :  for  of  such  is  the  king- 
dom of  heaven."  But  if  little  children  had  been  naturally 
depraved,  the  proper  way  for  Christ  to  have  spoken  of  them, 
when  he  received  them,  would  have  been  this,  **  Suffer  little 
children  to  come  unto  me,  poor  things  I  for  they  are  totally 
depraved,  and  under  the  wrath  and  curse  of  God,  and  unless 
I  cure  them,  they  are  liable  to  eternal  torments.  Suffer  the 
little  children,  then,  to  come  unto  me,  poor  things  !  that  I 
may  cure  them,  and  fit  them  for  heaven."  That  would  have 
been  the  proper  way.  But  instead  of  that  he  says  just  the 
contrary,  "  Suffer  little  children,  and  forbid  them  not,  to  come 
unto  me  ;  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven." 

Again,  in  Matthew,  chapter  18th,  verse  3rd,  Jesus  Christ 
says  to  his  discipUs,  when  they  were  contending  who  should 
be  greatest  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  "  Except  ye  be  con- 
verted, and  become  as — ^^  What  1  Now,  pray,  what  are 
those  creatures  into  the  likeness  of  which  people  are  to  be 
converted  ?  "  Except  ye  be  converted,  and  become  as  little 
children^  ye  shall  not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven." 
What !  can  little  children  be  totally  depraved,  and  yet  Jesus 
want  people  to  be  converted  and  become  like  them  ]  If  the 
doctrine  of  natural,  hereditary  depravity  be  true,  the  proper 
language  of  Christ  would  have  been  this,  "  Except  little  chil- 
dren become  converted,  tliey  cannot  enter  the  kingdom  of 
heaven."  But  instead  of  that,  without  intimating  that  little 
children  require  to  be  converted  at  all,  the  Redeemer  says, 
"  Except  ye  upgrown  people  be  converted,  and  become  as 
little  children,  ye  cannot  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  So 
far  then  from  little  children  being  regarded  by  Christ  as  radi- 
cally, totally  corrupt,  he  regarded  them  as  samples  of  that 
innocence  and  purity  after  which  he  required  others  to  be ' 
transformed. 

Paul  was  as  heterodox  as  his  master.  In  the  1 4th  chapter 
of  his  1st  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  at  the  20th  verse,  are 
these  words  :  "  Brethren,  be  not  children  in  understanding ; 
howbeit  in  malice  or  in  wickedness  be  ye  children,  but  in 
understanding  be  men."  Well,  now,  if  children  are  naturally 
depraved,  where  would  be  the  propriety  of  Paul  exhorting 
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Christians  to  be  like  them  in  wickedness  1  If  they  are'* 
totally  depraved — if  they  are  bom  in  the  image  of  the  devil,, 
and  of  the  brute,  which  is  the  doctrine  John  Wesley  teaches, 
where  would  be  the  propriety  of  Paul  saying,  "  In  wickedness^ 
be  children  V*  He  would  then  be  preaching  up  iniquity, 
and  exhorting  people  to  be  full  of  wickedness — to  be  totally 
depraved.  But,  no  ;  he  meant  to  recommend  men  to  be 
spotless — free  from  sin  ;  and  liis  words  are  right,  are  beauti- 
ful : — "  In  malice,  or  wickedness,  be  ye  children,"  for  chil- 
dren have  no  wickedness  at  all :  *^  but  in  understanding  be 
men,"  for  men  have  generally  understanding,  and  sometimes 
have  a  great  deal.  And  Paul's  desire  was,  that  the  Chris- 
tians at  Corinth  should  have  no  wickedness,  but  abundance 
of  knowledge.  Adam  Clarke  has  rendered  the  word  "  malice," 
"  vnckednes^"  But  suppose  we  take  the  word  to  be  "  malice," 
as  it  is  in  the  common  version,  the  doctrine  will  still  be  the 
same.  What  is  malice  ?  The  opposite  of  love.  And  what 
is  love  but  true  religion  ?  Malice,  therefore,  is  the  opposite 
of  true  religion  ;  it  is  the  opposite  of  love,  which  is  the  sum. 
and  substance  of  all  religion^  And,  accordingly,  Paul  says, 
**  In  malice  be  ye  children  ;"  that  is,  have  none  at  all. 

And  the  Psalmist  regarded  little  children  in  the  same  light. 
In  the  131st  Psalm,  the  Psalmist  says,  "  Lord,  my  heart  is  not 
haughty,  nor  mine  eyes  lofty  :  neither  do  I  exercise  myself 
in  great  matters,  or  in  things  too  high  for  me.  Surely  I  have 
behaved  and  quieted  myself,  as  a  child  that  is  weaned  of  his< 
mother  :  my  soul  is  even  as  a  weaned  child."  So  that  still 
there  was  no  picture,  no  emblem  of  the  beautiful  in  human- 
character,  which  exceeded,  in  the  idea  of  this  good  servant 
of  God,  that  of  a  little  "  weaned  child."  I  am,  of  course, 
aware  of  the  efforts  made  to  extract  the  doctrine  of  natural, 
depravity  from  some  other  portions  of  the  Psalms.  These  I 
may  notice  at  a  future  period.  I  shall  now  simply  remark,  that 
I  find  not,  in  any  of  the  Psalms,  the  slightest  evidence  in 
favour  of  natural,  total  depravity.  On  the  contrary,  Christ 
and  his  apostles  stand  uncontradicted  in  the  glorious  and 
cheering  doctrine  of  man's  natural  purity.  The  Psalms  agree 
with  them  that  we  are  all  made  by  God,  and  that  when  God 
makes  any  thing,  he  makes  it  right ;  and  that  as  all  little 
children  are  God's  own  work,  it  is  with  perfect  propriety 
that  Jesus  says,  ^'  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven," 

Well,  then,  if  the  doctrine  of  natural  depravity  is  not  true,. 
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there  was  no  necessity  for  Christ  being  miraculously  conceived 
in  order  to  preserve  him  from  natural  depravity.  But  we 
go  further.  Suppose  the  passages  on  which  the  doctrine  of 
natural  depravity  is  grounded,  to  have  the  meaning  which 
the  advocates  of  that  doctrine  give  them,  Christ's  being  made 
of  a  woman  merely  would  not  have  preserved  him  from 
natural  depravity.  You  have  heaid  the  passage  from  Job, 
"  How  can  ke  be  clean  that  is  born  of  a  woTtianV^  If,  then, 
we  are  naturally  depraved,  our  natural  depravity  comes, 
according  to  Job;  from  being  bom  of  a  woman,  and  not  from 
being  the  son  of  a  man.  '^  What  is  man  that  he  should  be 
dean  ?  and  he  which  is  born  of  a  woman  that  he  should  be 
righteous  ?"  So  that  if  there  is  any  danger  in  being  born  at 
aU,  it  is  in  being  born  of  a  woman.  And  in  order  to  pre- 
vent this  natural  taint,  and  avoid  this  hereditary  depravity, 
Jesus  must  not  have  been  born  at  all.  But  if  we  take  Job, 
.when  he  uses  the  phrase,  "  he  that  is  born  of  a  woman,"  to 
mean  simply,  men,  all  men  ;  then  the  passages  of  Job  may 
be  understood  rationally  :  but  there  is  not  the  slightest  foun- 
dation for  the  doctrine  of  natural  depravity,  and  of  course 
there  can  be  nothing  in  the  doctrine  on  which  to  rest  the 
-doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception.  The  idea  that  Christ 
must  be  born  without  a  human  father,  in  order  to  escape 
natural  depravity,  originated  at  a  later  period,  when  the 
dreams  of  men  were  taken  for  revelations  of  heaven.  Some 
people  forbad  marriage,  and  said  it  was  evil.  They  forgot 
that  in  marriage,  and  in  the  discharge  of  marriage  duties, 
♦every  thing  is  holy  and  honourable  to  good  people  ;  that 
marriage  was  Grod's  first  holy  institution  ;  and  that  his  bles- 
sing, not  his  curse,  rests  upon  the  fruit  of  marriage  :  or,  -if 
they  remembered  these  things,  with  frightful  audacity  they 
went  opposite  to  God's  will,  as  if  they  were  wiser  than  he. 
They  spoke  of  marriage  and  its  duties  as  sinful  and  polluted ; 
and  in  connexion  with  that  doctrine,  the  doctrine  of  the 
miraculous  conception  sprung  up.  These  twins  originated  in 
one  and  the  same  parent ;  th^y  were  parts  of  the  same  unna- 
tural and  ungodly  heresy. 

It  has  been  said  it  was  meet  that  so  great  and  impor- 

^tant  a  personage  as  Christ  should  be  introduced  into  the  world, 

not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  nature,  but  in  a  remarkable, 

^miraculous  manner.     I  answer,  that  there  appears  no  proof 

.that  being  bom  in  such  a  way  could  either  add  to  his  honour^ 
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his  holiness,  or  his  usefulness.     Being  born  in  a  remarkable 
manner  could  not  affect  a  man's  character  at  all.     A  man's 
character — a  man's  worth,  must  be  the  result  of  choice.     It 
must  be  the  result  of  the  improvement  of  his  own  talents,  and 
of  his  own  intellect,  and  of  the  other  gifts  of  God.     And 
however  a  man  is  born,  he  is  neither  more  nor  less  honourable 
on  account  of  his  birth,  because  it  is  a  thing  with  which  he 
has  nothing  to  do.     It  is  man's  own  fidelity  or  want  of  fidelity 
to  God,  and  that  alone,  that  stamps  his  character  with  merit 
or  demerit,  and  makes  him  worthy  of  blame  or  approbation. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  taught  in  Scripture  that  Jesus 
Christ  was  to  be  our  brother— one  of  us  ;  that  he  might  be 
our  example,  and  that  he  might  be  tried  as  we  are  tried.  It 
was  necessary,  therefore,  that  he  should  be  made  in  all  points 
like  as  we  are.  I  know  some  people  add,  sin  excepted. 
That,  however,  is  their  own  addition.  The  Scriptures  have 
not  that  addition.  There,  it  is  said,  without  qualification, 
that  Jesus  should  be  made  in  all  things  like  unto  his  brethren. 
This  passage,  therefore,  is  of  far  more  weight  with  us  to 
prove  to  us  that  Jesus  was  bom  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
nature,  than  the  mere  dreams  or  fancies  of  men,  who  say 
that  so  high  and  respectable  a  personage  ought  to  be  introdu- 
ced in  a  remarkable  and  extraordinary  way  into  the  world. 

It  is  said,  again,  that  the  doctrine  which  sets  aside  the 
miraculous  conception,  is  at  variance  with  the  doctrine  of 
Christ's  Godhead  ;  and  that  if  we  give  up  the  story  of  the 
miraculous  conception,  we  must  cease  to  regard  Jesus  as  the 
supreme  God.  Suppose  that  that  was  the  case,  we  shall  be 
able  to  show,  I  trust,  that  there  is  no  authority  for  believing 
that  Jesus  is  the  supreme  God ;  that  Jesus  himself  teaches  that 
his  and  our  Father  is  the  only  tribe  God  :  that  there  is  but 
one  God,  and  one  mediator  between  God  and  man,  the  man 
Christ  Jesus.  So  that  if,  by  giving  up  the  story  of  the 
miraculous  conception,  we  sliovld  cause  the  doctrine  of  the 
supreme  Godhead  of  Christ  to  fall,  What  then  ?  It  would 
only  be  preparing  the  way,  by  the  rejection  of  one  error,  for 
the  rejection  of  a  second.  At  the  same  time,  if  the  doctrine 
of  Christ's  Godhead  be  true,  the  rejection  of  the  miraculous 
conception  need  not  interfere  with  it.  God  could  be  incar- 
nated through  the  father  as  easily  as  through  the  mother ; 
and  the  idea  that  he  could  not,  is  ridiculous,  not  to  say 
monstrous. 
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Again,  Nathaniel,  and  the  Jews  generally,  and,  for  any 
thing  we  can  learn  to  the  contrary,  the  whole  of  Christ's 
disciples,  considered  Jesus  to  be  the  son  of  Joseph.  They 
tpeak  of  him  as  the  son  of  Joseph  ;  and  their  error,  if  it  was 
one,  never  appears  to  have  been  corrected  by  Christ.  And 
how  can  we  account  for  this,  on  the  supposition  that  the 
doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception  is  a  fundamental  doc- 
trine of  the  Gospel ;  the^rs^  fundamental  ?  In  the  1st  chap- 
ter of  John,  45th  verse,  what  says  Philip  to  Nathaniel  ? 
"  We  have  found  him,  of  whom  Moses  in  the  law,  and  the 
prophets,  did  write,  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  the  son  of  Joseph.'* 
It  maybe  said  that  Philip  had  not  yet  learned  his  first  lesson. 
Well,  then,  read  the  account  of  what  passed  between  Christ 
and  Nathaniel  afterwards,  and  see  if  you  ever  find  Jesus 
teaching  him  as  his  first  lesson,  or  giving  him  the  slightest 
hint,  that  in  regarding  him  as  the  son  of  Joseph,  he  would 
be  doing  wrong  ?  I  say  you  never  find  that  either  Jesus  or 
any  one  else  taught  him  differently.  Again,  in  John,  the 
6th  chapter,  and  the  42nd  verse,  some  parties  are  represen- 
ted as  saying,  "  Is  not  this  Jesus,  the  son  of  Joseph,  whose 
father  and  mother  we  know  ?"  Now  here  was  a  convenient 
opportunity,  if  those  people  were  wrong,  for  Jesus  correcting 
them  ;  for  it  seems  that  the  idea  thai  Jesus  was  the  son  of 
Joseph  and  Mary  whom  they  knew,  was  a  stumbling  block 
in  the  wiay  of  their  receiving  him.  If  the  story  of  the  mira- 
culous conception  had  been  true,  the  statement  of  the  doc- 
trine on  this  occasion  would  have  been  the  very  thing  to  have 
removed  the  stumbling  block,  and  to  have  found  a  way  into 
their  hearts  for  the  reception  of  his  doctrine  1  Yet  not  one 
single  hint  is  given  of  this  doctrine' ;  not  a  hint  is  given  that 
they  were  wrong  in  supposing  that  Joseph  and  Mary  were 
his  father  and  mother.  Again,  in  Matt.  chap.  13th,  beginning 
at  the  53rd  verse,  we  have  the  following  words  : — "  And  it 
came  to  pass,  that  when  Jesus  had  finished  these  parables, 
he  departed  thence.  And  when  he  was  come  into  his  own 
country,  he  taught  them  in  their  synagogues,  insomuch  that 
they  were  astonished,  and  said.  Whence  hath  this  man  this 
wisdom,  and  these  mighty  works  1 "  We  may  rest  certain 
that  he  was  known  in  his  own  country  to  have  been  miracu- 
lously conceived,  if  any  where,  where  the  story  of  the  miracu- 
lous conception  must  have  made  so  much  noise,  if  there  had 
ever  been  such  a  thing  known.     But,  hark  ye  : — "  Is  not 
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this  the  carpenter  s  son  1  Is  not  his  mother  called  Mary  ! 
and  his  brethren,  James,  and  Joses,  and  Simon,  and  Judas  t 
And  his  sisters,  are  they  not  all  with  us  ?  Whence  then 
hath  this  m^  all  these  things  1  *'  And  what  did  Jesus  say  I 
Did  he  say,  I  am  not  the  son  of  the  carpenter ;  why,  then, 
do  ye  call  me  so  1  Nothing  of  the  kind.  Jesus  said,  "  A 
prophet  is  not  without  honour,  save  in  his  own  country,  and 
in  his  own  house."  But  if  he  had  been  miraculously  con- 
ceived, how  could  he  be  without  honour  in  his  own  house  ; 
and,  pray,  how  could  his  very  brothers  be  among  the  men 
who  did  not  believe  on  him  ?  If  then  Christ  was  not  known 
to  have  been  miraculously  conceived  in  his  own  neighbour- 
hood, nor  even  in  his  own  house,  among  the  members  of  his 
own  family,  it  is  impossible  the  story  should  be  true. 

Again,  in  Luke,  chap.  4.  ver.  15,  we  have  the  following 
words : — "  And  he  came  to  Nazareth,  where  he  had  been 
brought  up  :  and,  as  his  custom  was,  he  went  into  the  syna- 
gogue on  the  Sabbath  day,  and  stood  up  for  to  read.  And 
there  was  delivered  unto  him  the  book  of  the  prophet  Esaias. 
And  when  he  had  opened  the  book,  he  found  the  place  where 
it  was  written,  The  spirit  of  the  Lord  is  upon  me,  because 
he  hath  anointed  me  to  preach  the  Grospel  to  the  poor ;  he 
hath  sent  me  to  heal  the  broken-hearted,  to  preach  deliverance 
to  the  captives,  and  recovering  of  sight  to  the  blind,  to  set  at 
liberty  them  that  are  bruised,  to  preach  the  acceptable  year 
of  the  Lord.  And  he  closed  the  book,  and  he  gave  it  again 
to  the  minister,  and  sat  down.  And  the  eyes  of  all  that 
were  in  the  synagogue  were  faatentd  on  him.  And  he  began 
to  say  unto  them,  This  day  is  this  Scripture  fulfilled  in  your 
ears.  And  all  bare  him  witness,  and  wondered  at  the  gracious 
words  which  proceeded  out  of  his  mouth.'*  These  were  not 
enemies :  they  were  friends.  But  what  was  their  notion  ? 
"  And  they  said.  Is  not  this  Joseph's  son  ?  "  Well,  if  Jesus 
did  not  instruct' his  enemies  that  they  were  wrong,  surely  he 
would  teach  his  friends.  What  does  he  say  %  "Ye  will 
surely  say  unto  me  this  proverb,  Physician,  heal  thyself." 
He  seemed  to  think  that  there  was  danger  of  their  rejecting 
him,  because  he  was  the  son  of  Joseph,  though  they  listened 
with  affection  and  attention ;  and  yet,  instead  .of  relieving 
their  minds,  by  teaching  them  my  opponent's  great  first  lesson, 
he  leaves  them  entirely  in  the  dark  on  the  subject.  We  hear 
not  a  word,  an  this  case,  any  more  than  in  the  former,  of 
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Jesus  attempting  to  correct  their  error,  if  it  was  an  error. 
But  Jesus  does  not  appear  to  have  regarded  it  as  an  error. 
Neither  in  this,  nor  in  any  other  place,  does* he  appear  to 
have  had  the  least  idea,  that  the  people  wer&  wrong.  In 
almost  every  place  the  people  ask,  Is  not  this  the  son  of 
Joseph  i  Or,  is  not  this  the  son  of  the  carpenter  1  And  in 
no  case  does  the  Saviour  give  the  slightest  intimation  that  he 
was  not.  Nothing  was  known  of  the  miraculous  conception 
amongst  any  of  his  hearers ;  it  was  not  even  known  to  his 
brethren :  both  friends  and  enemies  were  ignorant  of  it; 
and  yet  not  a  word  is  spoken  on  the  subject  by  Jesus  :  yet 
Jesus  preached  the  Gospel.  How,  then,  can  the  miraculous 
conception  be  a  part  of  the  Gospel, — ^the  first  great  fundamental 
principle  of  the  Gospel  1  According  to  the  accounts  given 
in  the  two  first  chapters  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  the  story 
should  have  been  known  every  where,  and  yet  we  find  no 
trace  of  it  any  where.  It  is  not  even  known  to  his  brethren. 
The  story  of  the  shepherds  of  Bethlehem,  and  thfr  story  of 
the  wise  men  of  the  east,  are  all  forgotten.  These  things  ara- 
utterly  unaccountable,  on  the  supposition  that  the  stoiy  as 
contained  in  the  suspected  chapters  was  true.  W»  naturally 
imagine  that  at  least  the  disciples,  to  whom  it  was  granted  ta 
know  the  mysteries  of  the  kingdom,  would  have  known  of 
the  matter,  if  it  had  been  true ;  or  that  the  apostle  John,  at 
all  events,  the  beloved  disciple,  would  surely  know  all  about 
the  miraculous  conception.  Yet  neither  John  nor  any  of  the 
other  apostles  ever  notices  the  subject.  They  all  allow  people 
to  remain  in  ignorance  of  this  first,  great  doctrine — the  very 
doctrine  without  a  belief  of  which,  on  William  Cooke's  prin- 
ciple, they  could  not  be  Christians. 

I  come  now  to  the  two  first  chapters  of  Matthew,  and 
the  two  first  of  Luke  :  and  without  going  to  any  Fathers, 
to  any  versions,  to  any  manuscripts,  I  will  take  the  authorized 
version  alone,  which  I  think  contains  evidence  sufficient  to 
show  that  these  chapters  never  formed  part  of  the  original 
Gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke.  The  first  thing  to  be  noticeti 
in  those  chapters  is,  that  the  genealogies  of  Christ  are  traced 
through  Joseph  up  to  David  ;  and  that  such  genealogies  are 
quite  at  variance  with  the  story  of  the  miraculous  conception. 
I  have  noticed  this  before,  and  need  not  dwell  upon  it  again*. 
The  next  part  of  the  story  represents  Joseph,  after  he  had 
found,  out  that  his  betrothed-  wife,  was  with  child,  commuar- 
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ing  with  himself  what  should  be  done  ;  and  it  is  said,  "  Then 
.  Joseph  her  husband,  being  a  just  man,  and  not  willing  to 
make  her  a  public  example,  was  minded  to  put  her  away 
privily."  Now,  mark  you.  Joseph  was  a  just  man,  a  just 
man  according  to  the  law  of  Moses.  Joseph  was  a  just  man  ; 
and  of  course  would  be  anxious  to  act  according  to  the  law 
of  Moses/ under  which  he  was  placed  ;  and  the  law  of  Moses 
was  very  plain  and  strict  with  respect  to  a  person's  duty  in 
his  circumstances.  It  was  to  this  effect,  that  if  a  woman 
bethrothed  should  be  found  to  have  played  the  harlot,  she 
should  be  publicly  put  away,  brought  out  to  the  door  of  her 
father's  house,  and  the  people  of  her  city  should  stone  her 
with  stones  till  she  died  ;  and  the  following  reason  is  assigned 
for  this  regulation  ;  that  they  might  put  away  evil  from  among 
them.  Another  form  of  the  law  is  given  in  the  22nd  chap, 
of  Deuteronomy,  at  the  23rd  verse  : — **  If  a  damsel  that  is  a 
virgin  be  betrothed  unto  an  husband,  and  a  man  find  her  in 
the  city,  and  lie  with  her ;  then  ye  shall  bring  them  both 
out  unto  the  gate  of  that  city,  and  ye  shall  stone  them  with 
stones  that  they  die  ;  the  damsel,  because  she  cried  not, 
being  in  the  city  ;  and  the  man,  because  he  hath  humbled 
his  neighbour's  wife  ;  so  thou  shalt  put  away  evil  from  among 
you."  This  was  the  law.  And  Joseph,  as  a  just  man,  was 
bound,  according  to  the  law,  to  bring  forth  his  wife  to  be 
publicly  put  away.  And  yet  in  these  chapters,  we  have  it 
assigned  as  a  reason  why  he  did  not  do  so,  not  that  he  was 
not  just,  as  might  have  been  expected,  but  that,  being  a  just 
man,  he  did  not  think  proper  to  do  what  God  had  bidden, 
but  went  directly  against  God's  law.  This  mistake  is  easily 
accounted  for,  if  we  suppose  the  chapters  to  have  been 
written  by  some  ignorant  Gentile,  who  was  not  well  acquain- 
ted with  the  law.  But  it  is  impossible  that  Matthew,  him- 
self a  Jew,  and  writing  for  Jews,  can  be  supposed  to  have 
exhibited  such  ignorance  of  his  own  law. 

The  next  thing  we  come  to  is  a  prophecy.  Joseph  is 
relieved  from  his  perplexity  by  a  dream,  according  to  the 
story.  Mary  herself  does  not  appear  to  have  mentioned  the 
matter  to  him.  Though  one  would  suppose  that  it  would  have 
been  an  easy  matter  to  have  done  so  ;  but  Joseph  must  be  told 
in  a  dream.  He  is  told  as  follows : — "  Joseph,  thou  son  .of 
David,  fear  not  to  take  unto  thee  Mary  thy  wife  :.  for  that 
I     which  is  conceived  in  her  is  of  the  Holy  Ghost.      And  she 
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shall  bring  forth  a  son,  and  thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus  : 
for  he  shall  save  his  people  from  their  sins.       Now  all  this 
was  done,  that  it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was  spoken  of  the 
Lord  by  the  prophet,  saying," — Now  mark  the  prophecy, 
and  mark  the  fulfilment.     The  prophecy  is  this  : — "  Behold, 
a  virgin  shall  be  with  child,  and  shall  bring  forth  a  son,  and 
they  shall  call  his  name  Emmanuel,  which  being  interpreted 
is,  God  with  us."      That  is,  the  prophet  says  he  shall  be 
called  Emmanuel,  and  therefore,  says  the  angel,  he  shall  be 
called  not  Emmanuel,  but  Jesus.     He  shall  be  called  Jesus, 
on  purpose  to  fulfil  the  prophecy  which  says  that  he  shall  be 
called  Emmanuel,  not  Jesua.      Now  the  inspired,  the  well 
instructed  Evangelist  of  Christ  could  hardly  have  made  such 
a  blunder ;    but  it  was  quite  natural  in  a  halfrinstructed 
heathen  convert  to  do  so.     I  may  state  further,  that  the 
passage  referred  to  is  no  prophecy  of  Christ  at  all,  but  refers 
to  a  child  born  in  the  days  of  Ahaz.      This  will  be  plain  to 
any  who  will  examine  the  passage,  as  it  stands  in  the  Pro- 
phet.    See  the  7th  chapter  of  Isaiah,  at  the  1st  verse, — 
**  And  it  came  to  pass  in  the  days  of  Ahaz  the  son  of  Jotham, 
the  son  of  Uzziah,  king  of  Judah,  that  Rezin  the  king  of 
Syria,  and  Pekah  the  son  of  Remaliah,  king  of  Israel,  went 
up  toward  Jerusalem,  to  war  against  it."    God  promises  that 
he  will  deliver  Ahaz  from  his  enemies,  and  after  that,  God 
asked  Ahaz  to  ask  a  sign  ;  but  Ahaz  said.  No  ;  "  I  will  not 
ask,  neither  will  I  tempt  the  Lord."    But  though  he  thus  de- 
clines asking  God  for  a  sign,  God  is  good  enough  to  give  him 
one  ;  and  says,  "  Therefore  the  Lord  himself  shall  give  you 
a  sign."   A  sign,  something  that  Ahaz  should  see,  something 
that  should  take  place  in  the  time  of  Ahaz,  some  hundreds 
of  years  before  Christ  w^as  born.     What  was  the  sign  to  be  ? 
"  Behold,  a  virgin  shall  conceive,''  or,  as  Luther  says,  has 
conceived,  "  and  shall  bear  a  son,  and  call  his  name  Emma- 
nuel.     Butter  and  honey  shall  he  eat,  that  he  may  know  to 
refuse  the  evil,  and  choose  the  good.      For  before  the  child 
shall  know  to  refuse  the  evil,  and  choose  the  good,  the  land 
that  thou  abhorrest  shall  be  fqrsaken  of  both  her  kings." 
Now  here  you  have  the  child  born  in  the  days  of  the  pro- 
phet himself ;    he   should   eat  butter  and  honey ;  and  be 
called  Emmanuel,  or  God  with  us,  in  token  of  God's  blessing 
or  prosperity.     And  before  he  learned  to  distinguish  good 
from  evil,  Ahaz  was  to  be  delivered  from  his  enemies,  and 
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^  the  land  that  he  abhorred  was  to  be  forsaken  of  both  her 
kings/'  There  is  not  the  least  allusion  to  Christ ;  the  whole 
is  fulfilled  in  the  days  of  Ahaz. 

Again,  in  the  next  chapter,  we  have  another  prophecy 
referred  to — at  least  a  passage  quoted  as  a  prophecy,  but 
which  is  no  such  thing.  In  the  first  place,  we  have  the 
story  of  the  flight  into  Egypt.  "  Joseph  arose,  and  took  the 
young  child  and  his  mother  by  night,  and  departed  into 
Egypt :  and  was  there  until  the  death  of  Herod.**  And 
then  comes  the  statement  of  the  prophecy  : — "  That  it 
might  be  fulfilled  which  was  spoken  of  the  Lord  by  the 
prophet,  saying,  Out  of  Egypt  have  I  called  my  son.'*  Now 
let  us  refer  to  the  prophet,  and  see  whether  what  i«  here 
quoted  as  a  prophecy  has  any  respect  to  Christ.  See  the 
11th  chapter  of  Hosea,  at  the  1st  verse: — "When  Israel 
was  a  child,  then  I  loved  him,  and  called  my  son  out  of 
Egypt  :*'  referring  simply  to  a  fact  in  history — the  calling  of 
the  people  of  Israel  out  of  Egypt.  That  a  Gentile,  half- 
instructed,  should  make  this  mistake,  is  not  to  be  wondered 
at ;  but  it  seems  impossible  that  such  a  blunder  should  have 
been  committed,  supposing  this  chapter  to  have  been  written 
by  Matthew.  We  cannot  conceive  how  any  one,  influenced 
by  a  spirit  of  truth  and  possessed  of  information  like  his, 
could  make  such  a  blunder.  Then  about  the  destruction  of 
the  innocent  children — when  we  read  of  the  children  being 
murdered,  we  have  a  third  prophecy,  so  called ;  "  Then  was 
fulfilled  that  which  was  spoken  by  Jeremy  the  prophet; 
saying,  In  Rama  there  was  a  voice  heard,  lamentation,  and 
weeping,  and  great  mourning,  Rachel  weeping  for  her  chil- 
dren, and  would  not  be  comforted,  because  they  are  not." 
Now  refer  to  Jeremiah,  the  31st  chapter,  beginning  at  the 
15th  verse,  and  you  will  see  this  also  is  a  prophecy  that  has 
no  reference  to  the  times  of  Christ : — "  Thus  saith  the  Lord  ; 
A  voice  was  heard  in  Ramah,  lamentation,  and  bitter  weeping ; 
Rachel  weeping  for  her  children  refused  to  be  comforted  for  her 
children,  because  they  were  not.  Thus  saith  the  Lord :  Refrain 
thy  voice  from  weeping,  and. thine  eyes  from  tears  :  for  thy 
works  shall  be  rewarded,  saith  the  Lord  ;  and  they*'— that  is, 
the  children  of  Israel — "  shall  come  again  from  the  land  of  the 
enemy.  And  there  is  hope  in  thine  end,  saith  the  Lord,  that 
thy  children  shall  come  again  to  their  border."  Rachel  is 
represented  as  weeping  for  the  children  of  Israel,  who  had 
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been  carried  into  captivity ;  not  for  the  little  children  of 
Bethlehem,  but  for  the  children  of  Israel ;  and  yet  the  writer  of 
these  two  chapters  takes  the  passage  and  makes  it  a  prophecy 
of  the  murder  of  the  little  innocent  children  of  Bethlehem, 
by  Herod.  We  have  yet  another  pretended  prophecy  in  the 
23rd  verse  of  this  2nd  chapter  of  Matthew — "And  he 
came  and  dwelt  in  a  city  called  Nazareth  :  that  it  might  be 
fulfilled  which  was  spoken  by  the  prophets,  "  He  shall  be 
called  a  Nazarene."  He  shall  live  in  Nazareth  that  it  may 
be  fulfilled  which  is  spoken  by  the  prophets,  he  shall  be 
called  a  Nazarene.  Now  where  is  that  prediction  to  be 
found  1  There  is  not  such  a  prediction  in  any  of  the  pro- 
phets. 

I  know  it  is  said  that  some  of  the  prophecies  have 
two  meanings.  But  the  doctrine  that  the  prophecies  have 
two  meanings,  one  referring  to  the  times  when  they  were 
littered,  and  another  referring  to  after  times,  is  a  mere  fic- 
tion, invented  by  theologians  to  impose  upon  the  people,  or 
to  help  them  through  their  diflficullies.  It  is  a  doctrine, 
also,  which  is  set  aside  by  persons  of  the  best  information, 
even  among  orthodox  theologians  themselves.  I  refer  you 
to  Mr.  Alexander's  work,  in  proof  of  what  I  am  saying. 
(An  objection  was  made  to  Mr.  Barker's  quoting  Mr.  Alex- 
ander's sentiments  ;  when  Mr.  Barker  proceeded.)  I  shall  not 
quote  the  work  then  ;  but  I  shall  give  you  a  sentence  or  two 
from  Adam  Clarke,  on  the  prophecies  referred  to  in  those 
chapters. 

Mr.  Grant  : — That  is  out  of  order. 
Mr.  Barker  : — I  am  not  going  to  give  it  in  proof  that 
the  doctrine  is  trv£ ;  but  simply  to  show,  as  my  opponent 
says  I  stand  alone  with  Marcion  only  on  my  side,  that  there 
are  iome  points  in  which  Adam  Clarke  is  in  my  favour.  I 
might  as  well  say  that  Mr.  Cooke  is  out  of  order  in  referring 
to  any  work — 

Mr.  Grant  : — It  is  going  out  of  the  rules  agreed  upon 
by  both  parties. 

Mr.  Barker  : — Well,  then,  not  to  waste  time,  allow  me 
shortly  to  recapitulate.  The  prophecy,  so  called,  in  the  11th 
of  Hosea  at  the  1st  verse,  refers  to  the  deliverance  of  the 
children  of  Israel  out  of  Eg)'pt,  and  to  that  event  only.  It 
is  a  simple  reference  to  an  historical  fact,  and  no  prophecy  at 
all.  The  alleged  prophecy,  "  In  Rama  there  was  a  voice 
heard,    lamentation,    and    weeping,    and    great    mourning. 
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Rachel  weeping  for  her  children,"  &c.,  and  which  is  taken 
from  Jeremiah,  the  31st  chap,  and  15th  ver.,  was  originally 
spoken  concerning  the  captivity  of  the  twelve  tribes,  and  had 
no  reference  to  the  slaughter  of  the  innocent  babes  of  Beth- 
lehem ;  and  Adam  Clarke,  I  wished  to  state,  is  of  the  same 
judgment  as  myself,  that  they  were  not  prophecies  referring 
to  Christ.  And  as  to  Christ's  being  called  a  Nazarene,  to 
fulfil  prophecy,  I  have  already  told  you,  that  such  a  predic- 
tion is  not  to  be  found  in  any  of  the  prophets. 

Another  fact  which  I  would  have  you  bear  in  mind,  is 
this.  If  the  story  of  Luke,  regarding  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion,- was  true,  Elizabeth,  the  mother  of  John,  knew  all  about 
it.  And  when  Elizabeth  and  Mary  met,  the  child  John 
gave  signs  before  his  birth  that  he  knew  the  Lord.  And  yet 
he  did  not  know  the  Messiah  when  he  came  to  him  for  bap- 
tism, until  he  saw  the  spirit  descending  upon  him.  Yet  it 
appears  the  two  mothers  lived  for  some  time  in  the  same 
house,  and  had  the  freest  intercourse  with  each  other.  The 
story  of  the  miraculous  conception,  therefore,  cannot  be  true. 

I  may  say,  without  exaggeration,  that  there  are  at  least  a 
hundred  other  particulars, — curious  facts,^-connected  with 
these  two  chapters,  that  are  of  the  like  character  with  those 
already  noticed,  all  tending  to  prove  the  doubtful,  suspicious, 
incredible  character  of  the  chapters  under  consideration.  But 
my  time  is  nearly  gone,  and  I  must  hasten  to  a  conclusion. 

We  have  also,  in  the  history  of  the  early  Fathers,  a  plain 
account  how  the  doctrine  came  up  ;  how  the  early  Jewish 
Christians  did  not  believe  in  it ;  and  how  it  originated  among 
the  Gentile  Christians.  This,  however,  I  must  reserve  for 
another  occasion. 

I  am  sorry,  that,  having  already  occupied  so  much  of  your 
attention,  I  have  not  an  opportunity  of  replying  to^he  state- 
ments made  by  my  opponent.  I  have,  however,  marked 
them  down  :  and  to-morrow  evening  you  shall  have  the  reply 
at  the  commencement  of  my  remarks. 

Reference  was  made  by  my  opponent  to  Tom  Paine,  and 
to  Voltaire  ;  and  a  number  of  insinuations  w^  thrown  out 
about  infidelity.  You  have  heard  him  also  lament  that  I, 
who  once  stood  up  in  this  place  before  an  audience  to  defend 
Christianity  against  infidels,  should  now  stand  before  you 
in  the  same  place  in  opposition  to  a^Christian  minister.  All 
I  can  say,  is,  that  I  never  stood  forth  to  advocate  the  doc- 
trines of  what  is  called  orthodoxy  against  infidels,  and  that 
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if  I  had  had  the  Christianity  of  my  opponent  to  advocate,  I 
never  could  have  stood  against  them.  (Hissing.)  Look  at 
my  writings  against  infidelity — look  at  my  speeches  against 
the  opponents  of  Christianity,  and  see  if  I  ever  undertook  to 
advocate  those  doctrines  against  infidelity.  I  did  no  such 
thing.  If  I  had  undertaken  to  defend  them,  I  must  have 
found  infidelity  too  strong  for  me.  But  I  took  care  to  take 
simple  Christianity  alone  ;  Christianity  in  its  native  purity,  as 
Jesus  taught  and  lived  it  ;  and  the  consequence  was,  I 
triumphed,  and  infidelity  was  overthrown.  It  was  in  conse- 
quence of  advocating  the  Christianity  which  I  now  advocate, 
&ee  from  the  absurdities  and  inconsistencies  which  I  now 
oppose — a  Christianity  as  different  from  false  orthodoxy,  as 
from  the  principles  of  Tom  Paine,  that  the  infidels  were  una- 
ble  to  stand  against  me.  And  on  the  other  hand  ;  it  was 
in  consequence  of  the  orthodox  preachers  taking  orthodox 
ground,  and  attempting  to  defend  the  false  doctrines  of  men 
against  the  infidels,  that  infidelity  gained  the  victory  over 
them,  and  that  the  cause  of  Christianity  was  almost  uniformly 
injured  in  their  hands. 

My  friends,  we  may  lament  the  growth  and  spread  of  infi- 
delity as  we  please  ;  but  so  long  as  Christians  are  taught  to 
believe  in  the  Trinity,  in  satisfaction  to  justice,  especially  in 
natural,  hereditary  depravity,  and  especially  in  natural  depra- 
vity joined  with  the  doctrine  of  eternal  torments,  and  the 
other  awful  points  of  Calvin*s  theology,  infidelity  will  continue 
to  spread,  and  nothing  will  be  able  to  prevent  it.  And  so  long 
as  lie  advocates  of  Christianity  attempt  to  defend  those  prin- 
ciples, infidelity  will  triumph.  Those  principles  hang  round 
the  neck  of  Christianity  like  a  millstone,  and  they  must 
either  be  separated  from  it,  or  they  will  sink  it.  But  when 
we  return  to  thp  simplicity  of  Christ,  and  take  the  Gospel  as 
he  taught  it,  in  all  its  native  purity  and  loveliness — m  its 
original  and  unspeakable  brightness  and  glory,  we  shall  com- 
mend ourselves  and  our  doctrines  to  the  judgment  and  con- 
science of  every  honest  mind,  to  the  confidence  and  esteem 
of  every  one  that  loves  truth  and  goodness,  that  loves  God, 
and  wishes  well  to  mankind.  Infidelity  will  then  be  shamed 
back  into  darkness, — Christianity,  clothed  with  the  power 
whichit  exerted  on  its  first  appearance,  will  go  forth  to  purify 
and  renovate  all  things  ;  its  disciples,  filled  with  its  pure, 
bright  light,  consistent  in  their  lives,  and  breathing  the  pure 
spirit  of  the  religion  of  heaven,  will  fill  the  earth  with  ble^- 
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sings  ;  corrupt  institutions  will  decline  and  disappear ;  and 
we  shall  see  the  day  come,  when  hired  priesthoods,  and  into- 
lerant sects,  and  general  profligacy,  and  every  form  of  error 
and  infidelity — [The  remainder  of  the  sentence,  if  uttered, 
was  drowned  in  the  loud  expressions  of  disapproval  which 
burst  from  the  speaker's  opponents  in  the  body  of  the  room.] 

Mr.  Nichol  : — This  is  only  spending  time  unnecessarily. 

Dr.  Lees  : — One  minute  has  expired,  and  I  shall  claim  it 
for  Mr.  Barker. 

Mr.  Barker  ; — I  say  we  shall  see  the  day  when  hired 
priesthoods,  and  exclusive  and  intolerant  sects,  [another 
burst  of  hissing  and  groaning,  with  much  confusion  in  the 
meeting  generally.] 

Mr.  Grant  (to  Dr.  Lees)  : — What  would  you  have  said 
if  Mr.  Cooke  had  used  such  language  as  that  1 

[The  iffgeting  now  began  to  exhibit  speakers,  who  uttered 
a  variety  of  sentences,  some  audible,  others  quite  undistin- 
guishable  amidst  the  noise  ;  and  the  gesticulations  of  some 
of  the  parties  evinced  the  excitement  to  which  individuals  on 
both  sides  had  wrought  themselves.] 

Dr.  Lees  : — Gentlemen,  will  you  hear  Mr.  Barker,  or 
you  dare  not  1  [Loud  hissing  and  other  symptoms  of  dis- 
approval.] 

Mr.  Barker  : — And  when  instead  of  the  present  state  of 
irreligion  and  general  society — [Great  uproar,  and  cries  of 
«  Time's  up." 

Dr.  Lees  : — I  have  a  notice  to  give,  [Hissing,  and  shouts 
of  "  sit  down."]  Mr.  Barker  has  yet  five  minutes  of  his  time. 
Those  who  are  friends  of  truth  will  stay.  Those  who  are 
not,  may  leave  the  meeting  ;  and  we  will  keep  peace  until 
that  time  is  expired.  [Strong  expressions  of  disapproba- 
tion.] 

Mr.  Barker  : — My  friends,  allow  me  to  proceed.  When 
we  have  pure  Christianity,  advocated  by  persons  in  a  Chris- 
tian spirit, — ^when  the  men  who  preach  it  shall  think  it  is 
more  blessed  to  give  than  to  receive,  we  may  expect  an  end 
to  be  put  to  those  accusations  which  have  so  long  been  pre- 
ferred by  unbelievers  against  the  Gospel  of  Christ ;  and  true 
religion  shall  bring  glory  to  God  in  heaven,  and  spread  peace 
and  good  will  among  mankind  on  earth. 

I  was  asked  by  William  Cooke  whether  I  united  with 
Marcion  in  this,  and  that,  and  the  other.  I  have  to  reply, 
that  I  don't  believe  his  statements  about  Marcion  ;  and  un* 
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til  he  brings  me  better  evidence  than  that  of  the  Fathers, 
who  were  his  enemies  and  persecutors,  I  must  persist  in  dis- 
believing them.  I  have  myself  seen  such  profligacy  of  sen- 
timent among  orthodox  persecutors,  such  malignity  of  feeling 
towards  those  who  differ  from  them,  and  such  extravagant 
slanders  sent  forth  by  them  against  Eeformers  of  the  pre- 
sent day  ;  that  I  suspect  every  thing  which  the  orthodox  in- 
tolerants  of  former  ages  say  against  the  Reformers  of  their 
days.  I  regard  the  slanders  of  the  orthodox  of  former  times, 
and  the  slanders  of  the  orthodox  of  the  present  day,  in  the 
«ame  hght,  as  one  great  mass  of  untruths.  1  am*  far  from 
believing  that  Marcion  was  perfect,  but  I  do  not  believe  the 
things  which  his  enemies  lay  to  his  charge.  I  must  see 
Marcion's  Gospel  itself,  before  I  believe  them. 

But,  in  the  secoad  place,  I  never  expressed  an  opinion, 
good  or  bad,  of  Marcion  ;  and  hence  I  am  answerable  for 
none  of  his  sayings  or  doings.  , 

In  the  third  place,  Wm.  Cooke  quotes,  in  his  tracts  on  the 
Trinity,  Incarnation,  &c.,  from  old  Jewish  and  Pagan 
writers,  who  are  so  terribly  spoken  against  in  the  Scriptures  ; 
and  with  equal  propriety  might  I  say,  "Mr. Cooke,  do  you  unite 
with  those  Pagans  and  Jews  in  the  things  laid  to  their  charge 
by  Christ  and  his  apostles  1  He  would  tell  me,  no  ;  that  he 
quotes  them  only  on  one  point ;  that  he  expresses  his  agree- 
ment with  them  only  on  one  point ;  and  that  he  makes  him- 
self answerable  for  them  no  further.  Why  then  be  so  unrea- 
sonable or  uncharitable,  as  to  make  another  answerable  to  an 
extent,  to  which  he  is  not  willing  to  be  made  answerable. 
What  Christ  and  the  apostles  say  of  the  persons  he  has  quoted 
himself,  is  certainly  true ;  what  the  fathers  say  of  Marcion, 
whom  I  have  not  quoted,  is  doubtful  and  suspicious.  Again  ; 
my  opponent  still  persists  in  personalities.  He  speaks  of  Tom 
Paine,  Spinoza,  R.  Taylor  and  others,  and  insinuates  that 
there  is  a  resemblance  between  my  case  and  theirs.  I  can 
only  say  that  I  know  of  no  such  resemblance.  Tom  Paine, 
I  am  told,  was  a  profligate  man.  If  he  was  not,  he  has  been 
wickedly  slandered.  My  opponent  says  Spinoza  made  sacri- 
fices for  infidelity.  I  answer ;  I  am  not  acquainted  with  the 
facts  of  the  case  ;  so  that  I  cannot  contradict  his  assertion  ; 
but  I  must  be  allowed  to  doubt  it,  till  I  receive  some  proof 
of  its  truth.  But  I  wish  personalities  to  be  avoided.  I  want 
every  thing  to  be  avoided  but  the  questions  which  are  before 
us  for  discussion.  And  I  want  you  to  be  calm,  in  order  that 
you  may,  without  distraction,  hear  every  thing  that  is  to  be 
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brought  forward  on  both  sides,  and  submit  it  to  cool  judg- 
ments, and  in  the  fear  of  God,  and  the  love  of  truth  and 
righteousness,  embrace  whatever  commends  itself  to  your 
judgments  as  true,  and  frame  your  lives  accordingly. 

I  have  yet  a  few  moments  to  spare  ;  but  these  I  shall  give 
up.  I  have  no  desire  to  pain  any  one's  feelings,  or  to  irri- 
tate any  one's  mind.  I  would  not  willingly  give  pain  to  the 
mind  of  a  single  individual.  It  is  only  a  sense  of  duty  which 
could  make  me  speak  on  such  points  as  those  on  which  I  have 
spoken  to-night,  I  knew  that  my  views  on  those  subjects 
would  give  pain  to  many;  but  truth  has  claims  upon  me  above 
all  other  considerations ;  and  as  an  advocate  of  truth,  I  must 
speak  my  views  plainly,  faithfully,  and  fully,  on  every  sub- 
ject that  may  come  before  us  ;  until  these  ten  nights  of 
discussion  are  brought  to  a  conclusion.  (Much  applause  and 
liissing.) 

Mb.  Grant  : — I  beg  to  announce  that  Mr.  Cooke  will 
take  up,  to-morrow  night,  the  remarks  which  Mr.  Barker  has 
now  made.  He  will  answer  him  on  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion, and  then  go  to  the  atonement. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — The  notice  is  this ;  that  I  shall,  in  the 
first  place,  answer  Mr.  Barker  on  the  points  regarding  the 
miraculous  conception  to  which  he  referred  this  evening.  I 
make  the  announcement  for  this  reason.  I  had  said  it  was 
my  intention  to  follow  on  with  the  subject  of  the  atonement^ 
not  knowing,  at  that  time,  that  Mr.  Barker  intended  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  miraculous  conception  :  but  as  he  hsis  done  so, 
and  as  I  wish  to  keep  him  to  the  point,  and  not  to  let  him 
run  away  from  it,  I  shall  first  controvert  his  statements  on 
that  subject,  and  then  proceed  to  the  atonement.     (Cheers.) 


FOURTH  NIGHT. 

FRIDAY,  AUGUST  22,  1845. 

The  attendance  was  again  numerous,  and  a  little  more  of 
party  feeling  appeared  to  pervade  the  audience,  but,  still,  not 
so  much  as  might  have  been  expected  from  the  demonstrations 
of  the  preceding  evening.  Both  disputants  were  warmly  wel- 
comed by  their  respective  friends. 

Mr.  Grant  and  Dr.  Lees  again  sat  as  Chairmen.  Neither  of 
the  gentlemen  who  had  previously  occupied  the  Umpire's  chair 
was  in  attendance ;  and  it  was  agreed  to  proceed  without  that 
seat  being  filled. 

Mr.  Grant  : — Christian  Friends, — Inintroducing  Mr.  Cooke, 
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tVis  evening,  to  the  notice  of  the  meeting,  I  hare  only  one 
simple  remark  to  make ;  that  is,  to  appeal  to  your  own  good 
sense  and  understanding  to  review  the  proceedings  of  the  past 
nights,  f»om  which  I  am  sensible  you  will  find  that  your  best 
course  is  to  be  silent.  •  I  believe  I  may  pledge  myself  and  the 
gentlemen  on  the  platform  that  as  we  have  endeavoured,  we 
shall  endeavour  to  keep  peace,  so  that  we  may  have  straight- 
forward, fair  discussion.  Only  refrain  from  any  remarks  of 
approbation  or  disapprobation,  and  all  will  go  on  well  and 
smoothly.     M.  Cooke  will  now  address  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Cooke: — Mr.  Chairman,  and  Christian  Friends, — 
Without  any  introductory  remarks,  I  shall  at  once  address 
myself  to  the  subject  under  our  consideration.  I  listened  last 
evening  to  Mr.  Barker's  replies ;  and  of  course  I  waited  for 
argument ;  but  I  found  words  plenty,  without  argument.  I 
waited  in  order  to  hear  something  like  a  substantial  reason 
for  his  rejection  of  the  Incarnation  or  Miraculous  Conception 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  But  I  did  not  hear  any :  at  least  no 
statement  which  offered  itself  to  my  notice  had  the  appearance 
of  a  reason  or  an  argument  for  his  rejection  of  that  very  im- 
portant doctrine — ^a  doctrine  so  manifestly  taught  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures.  It  is  true  that  I  had  offered  to  my  mind  a  speci- 
men of  what  human  ingenuity  can  do  in  furnishing  plausible 
pretexts  for  setting  aside  very  plain  and  striking  pai-ts  of  God's 
holy  word,  and,  whether  wittmgly  or  not,  presenting  into  the 
hands  of  the  enemies  of  our  common  Christianity,  weapons 
whereby  they  may  assail  that  Christianity,  and  inflict  upon 
it  awful  wounds.  Never  in  my  life  did  I  hear  such  quibbling, 
such  paring  down  of  Scripture,  such  sophistry,  and  such 
evasion  of  the  plainest  statements  of  (rod's  holy  word. 

Mr.  Barker,  after  the  plainest,  the  most  unanimous  testi- 
mony which  history  can  afford — ^after  the  brightest  and  the 
most  overwhelming  evidence,  tells  us  that  he  does  not  believe  in 
ihis  doctrine.  Why,  Mr.  Barker's  rule  of  judging  contradicts 
all  the  principles  of  reasoning,  and  subverts  all  rational  evi- 
dence. He  teUs  us  that  his  creed  is  rational ;  but,  to  establish 
it,  he  subverts  the  common  principles  on  which  all  mankind 
reason,  and  on  which  he  himself  reasons  on  all  other  subjects 
— subjects  not  connected  with  i-eligion.  With  regard  to  the 
miraculous  conception,  he  can  decide  loithout  reason.  Accor- 
ding to  my  view,  he  can  decide  against  reason.  He  can  disbe- 
lieve when  the  most  powerful  reasons  are  presented.  He  can 
disbelieve  against  an  overwhelming  amount  of  evidence,  fur- 
nished by  all  the  records  of  antiquity,  and  by  the  plain 
declarations  of  God's  unerring  word.  He  can^  however, 
believe  with  those  'WHO  HATED  GOD,'--with  those  WHO 
SPOKE  OF  « GOD  AS  A  MALIGNANT  BEING ! '  He 
can  believe  with  those  *  who  denied  the  law  and  the  prophets, 
and  rejected  the  Old  Testament  I '  He  can  believe  with  those 
*who  rqjected  the  authority  o/Pauly  and  denounced  him  as  an 
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apostate  from  the  law  ! '  He  can  believe  with  those  *  who  held 
that  there  were  TWO  CHRISTS;'  who  denied  THE 
REALITY  OF  THE  SAVIOUR'S  BODY  ; '  and  '  who  denied 
the  resurrection  of  the  human  body  I '  He  can  believe  with  those 
whom  all  history  convicts  as  the  most  notorious  falsifiers  of 
the  word  of  God,  and  who  advocated  licentious  and  tmcked 
practices  !  And  yet  he  can  call  this  rational !  Certain  I  am 
that  the  sacrifice  which  he  here  makes — the  sacrifice  of  his 
rexison  at  the  shrine  of  error — ^is  the  highest  homage  he  can 
pay  to  the  truth  of  those  great  principles  which  I  appear  to 
establish  on  this  occasion.  And  while  he  is  thus  undermining 
or  throwing  down  the  Temple  of  Reason,  he  is  furnishing  to 
nie  solid  arguments  to  enable  me  to  rear  higher  the  pyramid  of 
truth  which  shall  last  for  ever. 

But  there  is  an  important  fact  to  which  I  desire  to  call  the 
attention  of  this  assembly,  and  which  has  brought  the  discus- 
sion, on  this  subject  at  least,  to  a  crisis.  I  now  refer  to  the 
admissions  which  my  opponent  has  made  with  regard  to  the 
truth  of  those  gi*eat  principles  which  I  have  laid  before  the 
assembly,  and  which  I  have  applied  in  sustaining  my  argu- 
ments. On  the  Wednesday  evening,  Mr.  Barker  admitted  the 
truth  of  those  great  principles  which  I  maintained  ;  namely, 
*tha,t  man  is  bound  to  believe  what  God  reveals  in  his  holy  word;  * 
and  '  that  no  man  can  be  a  Christian  if  he  reject  whaJt  God 
revexds  in  his  word,^  Last  evening,  he  made  another  admission 
— an  admission  which  has  now  brought  the  matter  to  a  crisis. 
He  has  admitted  that  those  Scriptures — ^those  passages  of 
Scripture  which  teach  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion are  recognized  in  that  standard  of  authority  to  which  we 
have  mutually  agreed  to  appeal ;  and  which  we  call  *7%e 
Standard' — which  we  call  *The  authoritative  standard' — ^and 
which  we  call  *'  The  only  authoritative  standard.^"* 

This  is  very  important ;  and  I  beg  your  attention  to  it.  We 
do  not  come  to  this  assembly  mthout  a  standard.  We  have 
not  come  here  to  debate  whether  we  shall  have  a  standard  or 
not.  We  have  brought  a  standard  with  us.  We  have  mutu- 
ally signed  that  standard :  and  that  will  decide  the  subject 
with  regard  to  the  miraculous  conception.  We  have  agreed, — 
"  That  the  Holy  Scriptures,  including  all  the  books  of  the 
authorized  version,  with  the  Hebrew  text  of  Van  der  Hooght, 
as  the  original  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  the  Textus  Receptus, 
as  the  original  of  the  New  Testament,  shall  be  the  only  autho- 
ritative standard  of  appeal,  with  the  following  qualifications.'* 
Now,  mark  these  qualifications  I  With  the  following  qualifi- 
cations, viz  : — "  Should  either  disputant  quote  any  passage 
excepted  to  by  Kennicott  or  Boothroyd,  in  the  Old  Testiment ; 
or  Griesbach  or  Schulz,  in  the  New  Testament,  such  passage 
shall  be  considered  fairly  open  to  legitimate  consideration  and 
criticism."  But  these  passages  are  not  excepted  to  by  Gries^ 
bach,  or  by  Schulz,  as  my  opponent  himself  has  admitted. 
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Consequently,  then,  the  standard  is  acknowledged,  and  by 
that  standard  the  case  mttst  he  decided,  and  is,  in  fact,  decided 
by  my  opponent's  own  acknowledgment.  It  is  further  stated, 
*'That  all  quotations  shall  be  made,  in  the  first  instance,  by 
diapter  and  verse,  from  the  authorized  version  :  but  each  dis- 
putant shall  have  the  right  of  reference  to  the  original  texts 
and  critics,  as  above."  Who  are  those  critics?  Kennicott, 
Boothroyd,  Griesbach,  and  Schulz,  "When  the  authorized 
version  is  disputed."  Further, — "  That  the  versions  whose 
antiquity  and  character  have  weight — say  the  Septuagint,  the 
Syriac,  the  Latin  Vulgate,  and  the  Chaldee  Paraphrases,  with 
the  Fathers  of  the  first  three  centuries,  may  be  quoted  in  illus- 
trcttion ;  but  not,  as  the  Scriptures  above,  for  atUhoritiesJ*^ 
The  only  authority,  then,  is  that  text  which  Mr.  Barker 
himself  has  acknowledged,  containing  the  doctrine  of  the  mi- 
raculous conception.  There  is  no  appeal  from  that  standard. 
We  cannot  make  any  alteration.  We  have  mutually  signed 
the  document,  and  by  that  standard  the  case  must  be  deter- 
mined. The  moment  Mr.  Barker  made  that  admission,  the 
sword  fell  from  his  nerveless  grasp.  The  banner  which  he 
had  uplifted  began  to  coil  and  fall.  I  have  taken  it  up  ;  and 
I  claim  it.  I  take  it  up,  I  say,  in  the  name  of  truth.  In  the 
name  of  the  Christian  public  1  take  it  up  ;  and  I  wave  it  in 
triumph ;  the  first  subject  before  us,  namely,  the  miraculous 
conception,  being  now  decided.  (Much  applause,  mingled 
with  hissing  and  laughter.) 

It  is  true  that  Mr.  Barker  alleges  that  there  are  difficulties 
in  the  passages.  But  whatever  difficulties  there  may  be,  they 
do  not  affect  the  question  ;  they  cannot  undermine  the  autho- 
rity which  we  have  agreed  to  acknowledge  as  our  standard, 
and  our  only  standard.  Besides,  the  difficulties  themselves 
are  of  no  great  moment ;  and  they  belong  altogether  to  a 
different  department  of  biblical  criticism — ^namely,  to  the 
interpretation  of  Scripture.  The  canon  of  Scripture,  and  the 
genuineness  of  the  sacred  text,  are  to  be  determined  by  external 
evidence,  but  any  difficulties  in  a  passage  are  to  be  explained 
by  the  common  laws  of  exegesis — ^and  especially  by  comparing 
Scripture  with  Scripture.  There  were  difficulties  in  the 
writmgs  of  the  apostle  Paul.  As  Peter  said,  there  were  "some 
things  hard  to  be  understood.'  But  the  fact  of  their  being 
hard  to  be  understood  did  not  unsettle  their  authenticity  or 
inspiration.  They  were  acknowledged  to  be  in  the  Scriptures, 
which  were  of  divine  and  infallible  authority.  If  the  difficul- 
ties before  us  were  real — if  the  difficulties  were  ten  times  the 
amount  in  magnitude  and  in  number  to  what  they  are,  those 
difficulties  comd  not  invalidate  that  authority  which  we  have 
mutually  agreed  to  bow  to,  as  deciding  the  question  before  us. 
The  question  is  not  what  is  my  opinion,  or  what  Mr.  Barker's 
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opinion  is  ;  but  what  is  the  declaration  of  the  authority  which 
we  have  taken  and  adopted  mutually  as  our  standard  ? 

It  is  true  that  Mr.  Barker  still  asserts  that  he  does  not  be- 
lieve the  doctrine.    But  Mr.  Barker's  disbelief  does  not  affect 
the  authority  which  we  have  agreed  to  acknowledge.  The  atheist 
may  affect  to  disbelieve  that  there  is  a  God,  but  his  unbelief 
does  not  invalidate  the  proofs  of  God's  existence.    The  deist 
may  affect  to  disbelieve  the  truth  of  Christianity  ;  but  his  un- 
belief does  not  undermine  the  validity  of  the  evidence  which 
sustains  our  Christianity.    A  man  may  be  so  far  the  dupe  of 
error  and  stupidity,  as  to  deny  that  two  and  two  make  four  ; 
but  his  stupidity,  in  making  that  assertion,  does  not  affect  the 
mathematical  truth.    An  individual  may  hood- wink  himself, 
and  say  he  does  not  believe  that  the  sun  shines  at  noon-day  ; 
but  his  unbelief  cannot  eclipse  the  glory  of  the  bright  orb  of 
day.    No !     And  Mr.  Barker's  unbelief  with  regard  to  the 
doctrine  before  us,  cannot  set  aside  4he  authority  by  which  we 
have  agreed  to  decide  this  question.     The  atheist's  unbelief  is 
contradicted  by  the  works  of  creation  around  him — ^the  evidences 
of  wisdom,  of  design,  of  power,  and  of  goodness.     The  deist  is 
contradicted  by  the  bright  blaze  of  evidence  of  the  divine  au- 
thority of  our  holy  religion.     The  man  who  denies  that  two 
and  two  make  four,  is  contradicted  by  that  intuitive  certainty 
which  compels  our  assent  to  that  self-evident  proposition.  The 
individual  who  denies  that  the  sun  shines  at  noon-day,  is  con- 
tradicted by  the  evidence  of  sight.  And  so  Mr.  Barker,  though 
he  may  say  he  *'  does  not  believe,*'  is  met  and  contradicted  by 
the  declarations  of  that  standard  which  we  have  mutually 
agreed  and  determined  to  abide  by.     He  acknowledges  that  the 
text  is  there — that  it  is  in  the  Greek  Testament,  and  not  ex- 
cepted to  by  Schulz  or  Griesbach ;  that  it  is  not  omitted  in 
any  of  the  versions — (though  no  appeal  lies  to  them,  as  they 
have  authority  only  for  illustration)  ; — and  therefore  the  evi- 
dence is  decisive  and  overpowering ;  and  Mr.  Barker  stands 
self-convicted  of  unbelief  in  the  presence  of  this  assembly. 
(Applause  and  murmurs.)     Mr,  Barker* s  unbelief  matf  prove^ 
and  does  prove,  him  to  be  an  unbeliever  !  but  it  cannot  unsettle 
the  authority  to  which  we  refer  as  our  authority.  And  I  would 
respectfully  remind  him  of  the  important  and  solmn  declara- 
tion of  John,  in  which  he  says, — "  He  that  believeth  not  God 
hath  made  him  a  liar." 

But  still  I  owe  a  duty  to  Mr.  Barker,  and  to  this  assembly, 
and  to  the  Christian  public  at  large.  I  have  undertaken  to 
answer  the  objections,  so  tar  as  time  will  allow — ^to  answer 
the  objections — which  Mr.  Barker  alleged,  during  the  last 
evening,  in  reply  to  my  address.  And  I  shall  now  apply 
myself  to  this  subject  with  all  the  ability  which  I  may  possess. 
I  shall  therefore  take  the  opportunity  of  reading  considerable 
portions,  if  not  the  whole,  of  those  passages  which  have  beeu 
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referred  to  ;  and  I  shall  meet  the  objections  which  Mr.  Barker 
has  alleged  against  the  various  passages  which  are  therein  con- 
tained. 

Mr.  Barker  alleges,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  con- 
ception is  disproved  by  the  account  we  have  of  the  genealogy 
of  Christ.  He  alluded  to  the  genealogies  given  by  the  Evan- 
gelists as  one  proof  that  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  con- 
ception is  not  true.  I  shall  therefore  examine  that  objection 
in  the  first  place.  In  the  2nd  verse  of  the  1st  chapter  of  Mat- 
thew, I  read  thus  : — ^Ahraam  egennBse  ton  Isaak,  Isaah  de 
effennSse  ton  lakch,  Iak6b  de  egenneese  ton  loudan  Jcai  tons 
adelpkous  atttou.  In  English — ^'  Abraham  begat  Isaac  ;  and 
Isaac  begat  Jacob  ;  and  Jacob  begat  Judas  and  his  brethren." 
Now  here  we  have  the  active  form  of  the  verb  (egenneese)  em- 
ployed to  indicate  the  connexion  between  father  and  son.  I 
pass  over  the  various  verses  where  we  have  exactly  the  same 
word  employed  to  denote  the  connexion  between  father  and  son, 
till  I  come  to  the  16th  verse,  where  I  read : — ^laioh  de  egen- 
neese ton  loseeph  ton  andra  Marias  ex  ees  egenneethee  leesous  o 
legomenos  Christos,  In  English, — "  And  Jacob  begat  Joseph,*' 
and  what  follows  ?  Thcct  Joseph  hegat  Jesus  ?  No.  The  phra- 
seology is  changed.  ^*  And  Jacob  begat  Joseph  the  htishand  of 
Mary^  of  whom  was  born  Jesus, ^^  Here,  then,  the  connexion 
which  subsists  between  father  and  son  throughout  the  whole 
genealogy  is  broken  off  the  moment  it  comes  to  Joseph,  and  a 
different  form,  the  passive  form  of  the  verb  is  used,  to  signify 
that  Jesus  was  bom,  not  from  Joseph,  but  o/'Mary.  (Loud 
laughter.)  Is  this  to  be  a  demonstration  of  the  feeling  of  Mr. 
Barker's  friends  ? 

Dr.  Lees. — I  beg  you  to  be  quiet,  and  not  interrupt. 

Mr.  Cooke. — Observe,  too,  that  the  pronoun  ^^wliom^'*  in  the 
English,  is  not  capable  of  expressing  definitively  the  idea  indi- 
cated by  the  original ;  because  our  pronoun  "  whoy^  or  "  whom^^ 
has  no  change  to  denote  gender^  but  the  Greek  pronoun  has 
changes  to  denote  gender  ;  and  the  gender  here  denoted  is  not 
masculine^  but  feminine  ;  is  not  plural^  but  singular.  It  is  not 
ear  ou,  of  or  from  him  ;  or  ex  autdn,  of  them  ;  but  ex  Ss^  of  her  ; 
meaning  of  this  woman,  or  of  which  woman,  was  born  Christ. 
This  is  decisive  against  the  vaunted  evidence — ^the  highest  proof 
relied  on  by  Mr.  Barker ;  namely,  that  the  doctrine  was  dis- 
proved by  the  genealogies. 

I  shall  now  refer  to  the  genealogy  in  Luke  ;  and  we  have 
evidence  here  as  clear  on  the  subject.  In  the  3rd  chapter  of 
the  Gospel  by  St.  Luke,  I  read  : — "  Kai  autos  een.  o  leesous 
dsei  etOn  triakonto  archomenos  6n  enomizeto  uios  loseeph,**  In 
English,  "  And  Jesus  himself  began  to  be  about  thirty  years 
of  age,  being" — What  ?  The  Son  of  Joseph,  No,  but  "  Being 
(as  was  supposed)  the  son  of  Joseph."    The  term  "  supposed,** 
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does  not  occur  in  any  other  portion  of  the  genealogy.    We 
have,  then,  the  long  catalogue  of  the  genealogy  ;  hut  the  word 
supposed  applies  to  the  hirth  of  Christ  alone.    What  does  it 
signify  ?    Clearly  that  while  others  were  the  natural  descend- 
ants of  the  individuals  here  mentioned,  our  Satdour  was  net  a 
natural  descendant ;  but  was  only  supposed  by  men  to  be  the 
son  of  Joseph.    All  the  sophistry  and  ingenuity  in  the  world 
cannot  make  the  passage  speak  an^  other  meaning.    And  this 
furnishes  a  principle  by  which  to  interpret  all  those  passages 
where  Christ  is  said  to  be  the  son  of  Joseph  by  men  not 
acquainted  with  this    doctrine.     Philip  was  mentioned  as 
speaking  to  Nathaniel  of  Jesus  as  the  son  of  Joseph.     He 
speaks  of  Jesus  as  people  commonly  spoke  of  him.    But  Luke 
and  Matthew  speak  by  inspiration  ;  and  their  testimony  is 
perfectly  decisive.     So  that  the  genealogies  themselves  upset 
Mr.  Barker's  argument  founded  on  the  genealogies  ;  and  prove 
just  the  contrary  to  what  he  desired  to  establish  last  evening. 
I  proceed.    At  the  18th  verse  of  the  1st  chapter  of  Matthew, 
we  read  as  follows  : — "  Now  the  birth  of  Jesus  Christ  was  on 
this  wise  :  When  as  his  mother  Mary  was  espoused  to  Joseph, 
before  they  came  together,  she  was  found  with  child  of  the 
Holy  Ghost.    Then  Joseph  her  husband,  being  a  just  man, 
and  not  willing  to  make  her  a  public  example,  was  minded  to 
put  her  away  privily."     Mr.  Barker  referred  to  certain  pas- 
sages last  evenmg,  as  if  they  absolutely  required  a  man  to  put 
away  a  woman  under  the  circumstances  stated  ;  but  Joseph 
must  have  known  the  actual  amount  of  guilt  in  the  case  refer- 
red to  ;  and  it  is  evident  that  he  did  not  understand  the  case. 
Therefore  it  is  no  invalidation  of  his  justice  that  he  was  minded 
to  put  her  away  privily  in  the  circumstances  under  considera- 
tion.    "  But  while  he  thought  on  these  things," — marky  he  f ' 
oame  to  no  decision — "  behold,  the  angel  of  the  Lord  appeared 
unto  him  in  a  dream,  saying,  Joseph,  thou  son  of  David,  fear 
not  to  take  unto  thee  Mary  thy  wife  ;  for  that  which  is  con- 
<'eived  in  her  is  of  the  Holy  Ghost.     And  she  shall  bring  forth  j 
a  son,  and  thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus  :  for  he  shall  save              M 
his  people  from  their  sins."     Mr.  Barker  maintains,  in  a  tract              ^ 
which  I  have  before  me,  "  Christian,  No.  19,"  that  God  did  not 
know  the  character  of  Jesus  Christ  beforehand  ;   that  the               ^ 
Omniscient  Deity,  who  seeth  the  end  from  the  beginning,  did 
not  know  the  character  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.    This  pas- 
sage contradicts  him,  and  shows  that  God  did  foreknow  his 
character,  and  foreknew  it  with  absolute  certainty !     God  not 
know  his  character  beforehand  !     That  is,  God  did  not  know 
whether  Christ  would  be  the  Saviour  or  a  profligate  !  God  did 
not  know  whether  Jesus  would  be  the  Christ,  or  the  Judas 
who  betrayed  him !     God  did  not  know  whether  he  would  be 
the  Saviour  of  men,  or  the  guilty  wretch  who  smote  him  on 
th«  cheek !     God  did  not  know  whether  he  would  be  the  Savi- 
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our,  or  the  hardened  individual  who  plunged  the  spear  to  his 
heart  I  God  did  not  know  whether  he  would  he  the  Christ, 
or  one  of  the  malefactors — one  of  the  thieves  who  died  hy  his 
side  !  God  did  not  know  whether  Christ  would  live  in  heaven, 
or  bum  in  the  flames  of  hell?  Now  this  is  the  doctrine  held 
by  Mr.  Barker  with  regard  to  our  ever-blessed  Saviour,  whose 
name  is  love,  and  on  whose  precious  blood  we  depend  for  par- 
don, and  peace,  and  everlasting  life  ! 

I  proceed.  "  Now  all  this  was  done,  that  it  might  be  ful- 
filled which  was  spoken  of  the  Lord  by  the  prophet,  saying, 
behold  a  virgin  shall  be  with  child,  and  shall  bring  forth  a 
son,  and  they  shaU  call  his  name  Emmanuel,  which  being 
interpreted,  is,  God  with  us."  Mr.  Barker  found  fault  with 
the  writer  of  this  passage  as  being  ignorant.  He  found  fault 
with  him  as  being  ignorant ;  and  said  the  event  recorded  was 
no  fulfilment  of  prophecy.  But  he- has  already  acknowledged 
that  which  decides  the  question,  which  establiifties  the  fact 
that  these  are  the  words  of  the  Evangelist.  And  I  am  pre- 
pared to  show  that  there  is  here  a  real  fulfilment  of  prophecy  ; 
but  it  requires  it  not,  since  it  is  stamped  by  the  authority  of 
the  Holy  Spirit.  The  Holy  Scriptures  being  given  by  inspi- 
ration of  God,  and  intended  to  be  adapted  to  all  ages,  and 
unfold  the  character  and  purposes  of  God  to  all  generations, 
are  distinguished  from  all  other  books  by  their  fulness  of 
meaning.  The  promises  and  predictions  announced,  and  the 
events  narrated,  have,  in  numerous  instances,  a  two~fold  or  a 
three-fold  application.  As  the  institutions  of  the  Mosaic  eco- 
nomy involved  the  germs  of  the  Christian  dispensation,  and 
were  typical  of  its  richer  blessings  and  more  glorious  designs  : 
so  the  promises,  predictions,  and  events  of  the  Old  Testament, 
while  applicable  to  earlier  times,  and  received  a  literal  fulfil- 
ment in  one  dispensation,  were  applicable  also  to  later  times, 
and  contained  germs  of  truth,  to  be  evolved  under  a  brighter 
dispensation.  For  example,  the  promise  of  God  that  the  land 
of  Canaan  should  be  given  to  Abraham  and  his  natural  seed, 
involved  the  promise  of  the  heavenly  Canaan  to  Abraham  and 
his  spu-itual  seed  ;  and  though  the  promise  was  truly  fulfilled 
in  \h!b  first  instance,  it  receives  a  higher  fulfilment  in  the  ever- 
lasting happiness  of  the  saints,  when  they  enter  "  that  rest  which 
remains  for  the  people  of  God.^^ — See  Hebrews,  4th  chapter, 
1 1th  verse.  Many  of  the  Psalms  which  express  the  personal 
conflicts  and  sufferings  of  David,  had  a  typical  reference  to 
Christ,  and  their  higher  fulfilment  is  shown  to  have  been 
realized  in  tlie  Saviour.  Compare  the  22nd  and  16th  Psalms 
with  the  19th  chapter  of  John,  and  the  19th  chapter  of  Acts. 
Many  predictions  which  relate  to  the  glory  of  Solomon  have  a 
higher  accomplishment  in  the  extension  and  glory  of  the  Sa- 
viour's kingdom.  Compare  the  132nd  Psalm,  11th  verse,  and 
the  72nd  Psalm,  with  the  2nd  chapter  of  Acts,  verse  90  ;  Luke 
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Ist  chapter,  verses  32  and  33  ;  and  Rev.,  6th  and  19th  chap- 
ters, and  5th,  6th,  and  16th  verses.  Many  predictions  and 
events,  also,  which  were  first  fulfilled  in  the  history  of  the 
Jewish  people,  had  a  higher  fulfilment  in  the  history  of  our 
blessed  Lord  ;  and  of  this  class  are  the  predictions  quoted  by 
the  Evangelist.    These  we  have  now  to  notice. 

The  first  prophecy,  "  that  a  virgin  shall  conceive  and  bring 
forth  a  son,"  is  from  the  7th  chapter  of  Isaiah,  verse  14.  It 
was  fulfilled  in  the  days  of  Ahaz,  so  far  as  was  necessary  to 
be  a  sign  to  him  ;  but  a  higher  accomplishment  was  intended 
and  realized  in  the  fulness  of  time,  when  the  Virgin  Mary 
conceived  and  brought  forth  the  Lord  of  life  and  glory.  Then, 
as  Jesus  was  born  of  a  virgin,  and  no  other  person^  in  the  pro- 
per sense,  was  bom  of  a  virgin,  it  follows  that  Christ  tra*  the 
person  who  was  personally  chosen,  and  personally  foretold. 

Here  is  another  prophecy :  ''  Now  when  Jesus  was  born  in 
Bethlehem  of  Judea,  in  the  days  of  Herod  the  king,  behold, 
there  came  wise  men  from  the  east  to  Jerusalem,  saying,  Where 
is  he  that  is  bom  King  of  the  Jews  ?  for  we  have  seen  his  star 
in  the  east,  and  are  come  to  worship  him.     When  Herod  the 
king  had  heard  these  thing,  he  was  troubled,  and  all  Jerusa- 
lem with  him.    And  when  he  had  gathered  all  the  chief  priests 
and  scribes  of  the  people  together,  he  demanded  of  them  where 
Christ  should  be  bom  ?    And  they  said  unto  him.  In  Bethle- 
hem of  Judea  ;  for  thus  it  is  written  by  the  prophet,  and  thou  -*^ 
JBethlehem  in  the  land  of  Juda,  art  not  the  least  among  the 
princes  of  Juda  ;  for  out  of  thee  shall  come  a  governor,  that 
shall  rule  my  people  Israel.*'     Mr.  Barker  affirms,  in  the  tract  gj 
to  which  I  before  referred,  that  our  Lord  "  was  not  bom  in  j 
fulfilment  of  any  prophecy."     We  have  given  an  instance,  by  ' 
Isaiah,  who  predicted  that  he  should  be  born  of  a  virgin  ;  and            ^' 
as  he  was  the  only  one  bom  of  a  virgin,  of  course  it  identifies 
him  as  the  o«^  possible  Saviour,  and  not  as  one  out  of  many 
from  whom  God  might  select  any  individual  he  most  preferred. 
Here  again  is  a  prophecy  identifying  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  and 
fortelling  the  place  of  his  birth. 

Now,  it  may  appear  to  be  of  no  importance  to  know  the 
place  of  the  Saviour's  birth.  But  seeing  that  it  had  pleased 
God  to  foretell  the  place  of  his  nativity,  it  became  essential 
that  it  should  take  place  there,  and  nowhere  else.  Now  there 
were  two  Bethlehems  :  one  known  as  the  Bethlehem  of  Judea  ; 
the  other  as  the  Bethlehem  of  Zebulon.  It  was  not  in  the  lat- 
ter but  in  the  former  that  the  Saviour  was  born,  according  to 
the  prediction  of  the  prophet.  And  mark  the  Providence  of 
God !  Joseph  and  Mary  lived  at  Nazareth,  a  great  distance 
from  Bethlehem  ;  but  a  decree  of  Augustus  Caesar  was  issued 
at  the  time,  requiring  the  people  to  appear  for  registration. 
This  required  Joseph  and  Mary  to  come  to  Bethlehem,  the 
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city  of  David,  they  being  of  the  lineage  of  David.  And  whilst 
there,  waiting  for  enrolment,  the  Saviour  of  the  world  was 
bom.  Thus  the  decree  issued  by  Augustus  Caesar,  issued  at 
Rome,  became  the  occasion  of  fulfilling  God's  decree,  as  re- 
corded by  Micah.  Mr.  Barker  says  Christ  was  not  bom  in 
fulfilment  of  any  prophecy.  Here  is  another  contradiction  to 
that  assertion. 

I  resume,  at  the  7th  verse  of  this  2nd  chapter.    "  Then  He- 
rod, when  he  had  privily  called  the  wise  men,  enquired  of  them 
diligently  at  what  time  the  star  appeared,  and  he  sent  them  to 
Bethlehem,  and  said,  go  and  searcn  diligently  for  the  young 
child  ;  and  when  ye  have  found  him,  bring  me  word  again, 
that  I  may  come  and  worship  him  also.    When  they  had 
heard  the  king  they  departed ;  and,  lo,  the  star  which  they 
saw  in  the  east,  went  before  them,  till  it  came  and  stood  over 
where  the  young  child  was.    When  they  saw  the  star  they 
rejoiced  with  exceeding  great  joy.    And  when  they  were  come 
into  the  house,  they  saw  the  young  child  with  Mary  his  mother, 
and  fell  down  and  worshipped  him  :   and  when  tiiey  had 
opened  their  treasures,  they  presented  unto  him  gifts ;  gold, 
and  frankincense,  and  myrrh.    And  being  warned  of  God.  in 
a  dream,  that  they  should  not  return  to  Herod,  they  departed 
into  their  own  country  another  way."    Here  again  is  an  inter- 
position of  Providence  in  regard  to  the  Messi^  ;  and  plainly 
shows  that  Jesus  was  recognised  as  the  Christ  "  before  God  had 
tried  him,'^     **And  when  they  were  departed,  behold,  the 
angel  of  the  Lord  appeared  to  Joseph  in  a  dream,  saying. 
Arise,  and  take  the  young  child  and  his  mother,  and  ilee  unto 
Egypt,  and  be  thou  there  until  I  bring  thee  word :  for  Herod 
will  seek  the  young  child  to  destroy  nim."     Here  is  another 
interposition  oi  Providence,  which  identifies  him  as  the  Christ 
"  be/are  God  had  tried  him"     "  When  he  arose,  he  took  the 
young  child  and  his  mother  by  night,  and  departed  into  Egypt : 
and  was  there  until  the  death  of  Herod  :  that  it  might  be  ful- 
filled which  was  spoken  of  the  Lord,  by  the  prophet,  Out  of 
Egypt  have  I  called  my  son."     This  prophecy  referred  orgin- 
ally  to  the  calling  of  the  ancient  Israelites  from  the  land  of 
bondage  ;  but  it  received  a  higher  accomplishment.     That 
event  was  the  type  of  the  Saviour's  sojourn  in  Egypt ;  and  it 
received  a  higher  accomplishment  when  God  called  his  o^vn 
Son,  the  Lord  Jesus,  out  of  Egypt.    "  Then  Herod,  when  he 
saw  that  he  was  mocked  of  the  wise  men,  was  exceedingly 
wroth,  and  sent  forth  and  slew  all  the  children  that  were  in 
Bethlehem,  and  in  all  the  coasts  thereof,  from  two  years  old 
and  under,  according  to  the  time  which  he  had  ailigently 
enquired  of  the  wise  men.     Then  was  fulfilled  that  which  was 
spoken  by  Jeremy  the  prophet,  saying.  In  Rama  was  there  a 
voice  heard,  lamentation,  and  weeping,  and  great  mourning. 
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Rachel  weeping  for  her  children,  and  would  not  be  comforted, 
because  they  were  not."  Mr.  Barker  objects  to  this,  as  not 
being  a  proper  fulfilment  of  prophecy  ;  but  the  authority  of 
the  Evangelist  is  of  more  weight  than  the  authority  of  Mr. 
Barker.  The  Evangelist  states  it  was  a  fulfilment  of  prophecy. 
This  prediction,  expressed  with  so  much  beauty  and  pathos, 
was  fulfilled  in  part  when  the  Jews  were  so  greatly  destroyed 
and  wasted  in  captivity  ;  but  it  had  a  still  more  remarkable 
accomplishment  when  the  mothers  of  Bethlehem  lifted  up 
their  voices  in  one  simultaneous  cry  of  distress  and  anguish 
over  their  murdered  infants  ;  for  never  before  was  there  such 
a  concentration  of  maternal  woe  ;  and  had  a  sculptor  desired 
to  commemorate  the  tragical  event,  no  design  could  so  graphi- 
cally set  it  forth  as  the  pathetic  image  of  the  prophet :  "  Ka- 
ohel  weeping  for  her  children,  and  refusing  to  be  comforted, 
because  they  are  not." 

The  19th  verse  : — "  But  when  Herod  was  dead,  behold,  an 
angel  of  the  Lord  appeared  in  a  dream  to  Joseph  in  Egypt, 
saying.  Arise,  and  take  the  young  child  and  his  mother,  and 
go  into  the  land  of  Israel :  for  they  are  dead  which  sought  the 
young  child's  life."  Here  is  another  interposition  of  Provi- 
dence, which  recognises  Jesus  as  the  Christ  "  be/ore  Grod  had 
tried  him,'*  "  And  he  arose,  and  took  the  young  child  and 
his  mother,  and  came  into  the  land  of  Israel.  But  when  he 
heard  that  Archelaus  did  reign  in  Judea  in  the  room  of  his 
father  Herod,  he  was  afraid  to  go  thither,  notwithstanding 
being  warned  of  God  in  a  dream,  he  turned  aside  into  the  parts 
of  Galilee  :  and  he  came  and  dwelt  in  a  city  called  Nazareth  : 
that  it  might  be  fulfilled  which  was  spoken  by  the  prophets, 
he  shall  be  called  a  Nazarene."  Mr.  Barker  objects  to  tnis  as 
not  being  a  fulfilment  of  prophecy  :  alleging  that  there  is  no 
such  prophecy  in  the  Holy  Scriptures.  But,  observe,  it  is  not 
stated  as  being  the  language  of  a  prophet,  but  being  what  the 
^^  prophets'*  had  said — what  they  had  said  in  import.  It  is 
not  a  reference  to  any  particular  prophet,  in  the  singular  ;  but 
to  the  prophets  in  the  plural.  We  are,  therefore,  not  referred 
to  any  specific  passage,  but  to  a  general  fact,  to  which  all  the 
prophets  concur  in  bearing  their  general  testimony,  namely, 
that  "  Christ  should  be  called  a  Nazarene,"  Now,  though  no 
prophet  speaks  of  his  residing  at  Nazareth,  they  all  speak  oi 
his  being  called  a  Nazarene.  The  word  Nazareney  like  the 
word  Galilean,  with  the  Jews,  was  an  epithet  for  a  person, 
mean,  low,  despised,  and  contemptible  ;  and  the  repute  of  Naz- 
areth may  be  seen  from  the  words  of  the  mild  Nathaniel,  when 
he  asked  in  surprise,  '*  can  any  good  thing  come  out  of  Naza- 
reth V*  The  prophets  foretold  that  our  Lord,  notwithstanding 
his  supreme  dignity  and  glory,  should  be  despised  and  rejected 
of  men — accounted  mean  and  contemptible  ;  and  the  Saviour 
was  sent  to  reside  at  the  contemptible  place  of  Nazareth,  that 
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he  might  have  a  name  of  infamy  put  upon  him.  Thus,  then, 
the  testimony  of  the  prophets  was  fulfilled.  Christ  was 
despised  on  many  accounts,  and  the  place  of  his  abode  was 
one  occasion  of  the  contumely  put  upon  him.  As  expressive 
of  contempt,  he  was  called  "  Jesus  of  Pfazareth  ;"  and  his  dis- 
ciples, for  the  same  reason,  were  designated  '*  the  sect  of  Naza- 
4*enes."  The  words  of  the  Evangelist,  therefore,  are  not  false, 
but  strictly  true ;  and  the  assertion  that  we  find  no  such  thing 
foretold  by  any  prophet  is  proved  to  be  founded  upon  ignorance, 
or  presumptuous  impiety. 

1  now  refer  to  the  Gospel  according  to  St.  Luke,  beginning 
at  the  1st  verse.  Mr.  Barker  stated  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
miraculous  conception  was  not  believed  by  Christians  in  the 
early  age.  So  I  understood  him  to  state.  What  states  the  1st 
chapter  of  St.  Luke  1  Just  attend  to  these  words : — "  Forasmuch 
as  many  have  taken  in  hand  to  set  forth  in  order  a  declaration 
of  those  things  which  are  most  surely  believed ' — most  sureUt 
believed,  observe  you — "  among  us,  even  as  they  delivered  them 
unto  us,  which  from  the  beginning  were  eye-witnesses,  and 
ministers  of  the  word  ;  it  seemed  good  to  me  also,  having  had 
perfect  understanding  of  all  things  from  the  very  first,  to  write 
unto  thee  in  order,  most  excellent  Theophiliis,  that  thou 
mightest  KNOW  THE  CEltTAlNTY  OF  THOSE  THINGS, 
wherein  thou  hast  been  instructed."  Here,  then,  we  find  St. 
Luke  speaking  of  things  which  were  most  certainly  beliewd; 
and  among  the  first  facts  which  he  records  we  find  the  mira- 
culous conception  stated. 

"  There  was  in  the  days  of  Herod,  the  king  of  Judaea,  a  cer- 
tain priest  named  Zacharias,  of  the  course  of  Abia  :  and  his 
wife  was  of  the  daughters  of  Aaron,  and  her  name  was  Eliza- 
beth. And  they  were  both  righteous  before  God,  walking  in 
all  the  commandments  and  ordinances  of  the  Lord  blameless. 
And  they  had  no  child,  because  that  Elizabeth  was  barren,  and 
they  both  were  now  well  stricken  in  years.  And  it  came  to 
pass,  that  while  he  executed  the  priest's  office  before  God  in 
the  order  of  his  course,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  priest's 
office,  his  lot  was  to  bum  incense  when  he  went  into  the  tem- 
ple of  the  Lord.  And  the  whole  multitude  of  the  people  were 
praying  without  at  the  time  of  incense.  And  there  appeared 
unto  him  an  angel  of  the  Lord  standing  on  the  right  side  of  the 
altar  of  incense.  And  when  Zacharias  saw  him,  he  was  trou- 
bled, and  fear  fell  upon  him.  But  the  angel  said  unto  him, 
Fear  not,  Zacharias  :  for  thy  prayer  is  heard,  and  thy  wife 
Elizabeth  shall  bear  thee  a  son,  and  thou  shalt  call  his  name 
John.  And  thou  shalt  have  joy  and  gladness  ;  and  many 
fthall  rejoice  at  his  birth.  For  he  shall  be  great  in  the  sight 
of  the  Lord,  and  shall  drink  neither  wine  nor  strong  drink ; 
and  he  shall  be  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  even  from  his 
mother's  womb.  And  many  of  the  children  of  Israel  shall  he 
turn  to  the  Lord  their  Grod.    And  he  shall  go  before  him" — ^go 
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before  HIM  who  ia  here  called  the  LORD,  the  GOD  of  the 
people  : — *'  And  he  shall  go  before  him  in  the  spirit  and  power 
of  Elias,  to  turn  the  hearts  of  the  fathers  to  the  children,  and 
the  disobedient  to  the  wisdom  of  the  just ;  to  make  ready  a 
people  prepared  for  the  LORD."  Here  is  another  recognition 
of  Christ  as  the  true  Messiah  ;  and  that  "  before  God  had  tried 
him,^^  "  And  Zacharias  said  unto  the  angel,  Whereby  shaft 
I  know  this  ?  for  I  am  an  old  man  and  my  wife  well  stricken 
in  years.  And  the  angel  answering,  said  unto  him,  I  am 
Gabriel,  that  stand  in  the  presence  of  God  ;  and  am  sent  to 
speak  unto  thee,  and  to  show  thee  these  glad  tidings.  And, 
behold,  thou  shalt  be  dumb,  and  not  able  to  speak,  until  the 
day  that  these  things  shall  be  performed,  because  thou  believ- 
est  not  my  words,  which  shall  be  fulfilled  in  their  season. 
And  the  people  waited  for  Zacharias,  and  marvelled  that  he 
tarried  so  long  in  the  temple.  And  when  he  came  out,  he  could 
not  speak  unto  them  :  and  they  perceived  that  he  had  seen  a 
vision  in  the  temple  :  for  he  beckoned  unto  them,  and  remain- 
ed speechless.  And  it  came  to  pass,  that,  as  soon  as  the  days 
of  his  ministration  were  accomplished,  he  departed  to  his  own 
house.  And  after  those  days  his  wife  Elizabeth  conceived,  and 
hid  herself  five  months,  say  ins.  Thus  hath  the  Lord  dealt  with 
me  in  the  days  wherein  he  looked  on  me,  to  take  away  my  re- 
proach among  men.  And  in  the  sixth  month  the  angel  Gabriel 
was  sent  from  God  unto  a  city  of  Galilee,  named  Nazareth,  to 
a  virgin  espoused  to  a  man  whose  name  was  Joseph,  of  the 
house  of  David  ;  and  the  virgin's  name  was  Mary.  And  the 
angel  came  in  unto  her,  and  said,  Hail,  thou  that  art  highly 
favoured,  the  Lord  is  with  thee  :  blessed  art  thou  among 
women.  And  when  she  saw  him,  she  was  troubled  at  his  say- 
ing, and  cast  in  her  mind  what  manner  of  salutation  this 
should  be.  And  the  angel  said  unto  her,  Fear  not,  Mary  ; 
for  thou  hast  found  favour  with  God.  And,  behold,  thou 
shalt  conceive  in  thy  womb,  and  bring  forth  a  son,  and  shall 
call  his  name  Jesus.  He  shall  be  great,  and  shall  be  called 
the  Son  of  the  Highest :  and  the  Lord  God  shall  give  unto  him 
the  throne  of  his  father  David  :  and  he  shall  reign  over  the 
house  of  Jacob  for  ever  ;  and  of  his  kingdom  there  shall  be  no 
end."  Here,  then,  was  a  prediction  with  regard  to  our  Saviour 
which  received  a  literal  accomplishment,  and  which  further 
contradicts  the  statement  of  Mr.  Barker  that  "  Christ  toas  not 
born  in  fulfilment  of  any  prophecy  ^ 

The  39th  verse: — "And  Mary  arose  in  those  days,  and 
went  into  the  hill  country  with  haste,  into  a  city  of  Judaea  ; 
and  entered  into  the  house  of  Zacharias,  and  saluted  Elizabeth, 
And  it  came  to  pass  that,  when  Elizabeth  heard  the  salutation 
of  Mary,  the  babe  leaped  in  her  womb  ;  and  Elizabeth  was  filled 
with  the  Holy  Ghost :  and  she  spake  out  with  a  loud  voice,  and 
said,  Blessed  art  thou  among  women,  and  blessed  is  the  fruit  of 
thy  womb.    And  whence  is  this  to  me,  that  the  mother  of  my 
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Lord  should  come  to  me  ?  For  lo,  as  soon  as  the  voice  of  thy  salu- 
tation sounded  in  mine  ears,  the  babe  leaped  in  my  womb  for 
joy.  And  blessed  is  she  that  beliered  :  for  there  shall  be  a 
performance  of  those  things  which  were  told  her  from  the 
Lord."  Here  is  another  recognition,  under  the  influence  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  of  Christ  being  the  true  Messiah,  "  And 
Mary  said.  My  soul  doth  magnify  the  Lord,  and  my  spirit 
hath  rejoiced  in  God  my  Saviour.  For  he  hath  regarded  the 
low  estate  of  his  handmaiden  :  for,  behold,  from  henceforth 
all  generations  shall  call  me  blessed.  For  he  that  his  mighty 
hath  done  to  me  great  things  ;  and  holy  is  his  name.  And  his 
mercy  is  on  them  that  fear  him  from  generation  to  generation. 
He  hath  showed  strength  with  his  arm  ;  he  hath  scattered  the 
proud  in  the  imagination  of  their  hearts.  He  hath  pnt  down 
the  mighty  from  their  seats,  and  exalted  them  of  low  degree. 
He  hath  filled  the  hungry  with  good  things  ;  and  the  rich  he 
hath  sent  empty  away.  He  hath  holpen  his  servant  Israel,  in 
xemembrance  of  his  mercy  ;  as  he  spake  to  our  fathers,  to 
Abraham,  and  to  his  seed  for  ever.  And  Mary  abode  with  her 
about  three  months,  and  returned  to  her  own  house." 

I  introduce  this  quotation  for  this  purpose.  Mr.  Barker  re- 
presented that  it  was  an  argument  against  the  miraculous  con- 
ception that  John  did  not  know  Jesus  when  he  baptized  him, 
almough  the  two  mothers  had  lived  together  in  the  same 
house.  How  long  did  they  Uve  together  ?  THREE  MONTHS  i 
and  those  three  months  before  either  John  or  Jesus  Christ  tocts 
bom :  and  pray,  how  could  they,  under  these  circumstances, 
know  each  other  1 — what  chance  was  there  of  the  two  becom- 
ing acquainted  with  each  other  ?  Subsequently,  we  find  that 
the  families  were  separated  :  and  as  Zacharias  and  Elizabeth 
wiere  both  well  stricten  in  years,  they  would,  very  probably, 
both  be  dead  long  before  either  John  the  Baptist  or  the  Saviour 
advanced  to  maturity.  Then  as  John  the  Baptist  lived  in  the 
desert,  and  Christ  at  Nazareth,  there  was  no  human  proba- 
bility of  John  becoming  personally  acquainted  with  the 
Saviour.  It  was  no  doubt  ordered  by  the  good  providence  of 
God,  that  John  should  not  know  Jems  until  a  voice  from  hea- 
ven announced  him  as  God's  beloved  Son,  in  whom  he  was 
well  pleased  ;  and  thus,  without  the  world  having  the  possi- 
bility of  supposing  that  there  was  any  collusion  between  their 
testimony,  it  was  ordained  that  the  testimony  should  come 
direct  from  the  voice  of  the  Father  himself. 

John  having  been  born,  we  read,  further,  at  the  69th  verse, 
— "  And  it  came  to  pass,  that  on  the  eighth  day  they  came  to 
circumcise  the  child  ;  and  they  called  him  Zacharias  after  the 
name  of  his  father.  And  his  mother  answered  and  said,  not 
80 ;  but  he  shall  be  called  John.  And  they  said  unto  her. 
There  is  none  of  thy  kindred  that  is  called  by  this  name.  And 
they  made  si^s  to  his  father,  how  he  would  have  him  called. 
And  he  asked  for  a  writing  table,  and  wrote,  saying,  his  name 
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is  Jolia.  And  they  marvelled  all.  And  his  mouth  was  opened 
immediately,  and  his  tongue  loosed,  and  he  spake,  and  praised 
God.  And  fear  came  on  all  that  dwelt  round  about  them  ; 
and  all  these  sayings  were  noised  abroad  throughout  the  hill 
country  of  Judasa.  And  all  they  that  heard  them  laid  them 
up  in  their  hearts,  saying.  What  manner  of  child  shall  this 
be  !  And  the  hand  of  the  Lord  was  with  him.  And  his  fa- 
ther Zacharius  was  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  prophesied, 
saying,  Blessed  be  the  Lord  God  of  Israel ;  for  he  hath  visited 
and  redeemed  his  people,  and  hath  raised  up  an  horn  of  salva- 
tion for  us  in  the  house  of  his  servant  David  ;  as  he  spake  by 
the  mouths  of  his  holy  prophets,  which  have  been  smce  the 
world  began  :  that  we  should  be  saved  from  our  enemies,  and 
from  the  hand  of  all  that  hate  us  ;  to  perform  the  mercy  pro- 
mised to  our  fathers,  and  to  remember  his  holy  covenant ; 
that  oath  which  he  swear  to  our  father  Abraham,  that  he 
would  grant  unto  us,  that  we  being  delivered  out  of  the  hand 
of  our  enemies  might  serve  him  without  fear,  in  holiness  and 
righteousness  before  him,  all  the  days  of  our  life."  Here  is 
another  recognition  by  Zacharius,  under  the  influence  of  the 
Holy  Ghost  ; — the  recognition  that  CJirist  is  the  "  horn  of 
salvation" — is  that  very  person  predicted  by  the  ancient  pro- 
phets as  the  Saviour  of  the  world.  This  was  personal^  and 
applicable  to  Christ  Jesus,  and  to  Mm  ahne.  *'  And,  thou, 
child,  shalt  be  called  the  prophet  of  the  Highest :  for  thou 
shalt  go  before  the  face  of  the  Lord."  Christ  is  the  Highest 
— Christ  was  the  highest,  before  whose  face  John  should  go. 
**  Before  the  face  of  the  Lord  to  prepare  his  ways ;  to  give 
knowledge  of  salvation  unto  his  people  by  the  remission  of 
their  sins,  through  the  tender  mercy  of  our  God  ;  whereby  the 
day  spring  from  on  high  hath  visited  us,  to  give  light  to  them 
that  sit  in  darkness  and  in  the  shadow  of  death,  to  guide  our 
feet  into  the  way  of  peace.  And  the  child  grew,  and  waxed 
strong  in  spirit,  and  was  in  the  deserts" — not  in  Nazareth — 
**  was  in  the  deserts  till  the  day  of  his  showing  unto  Israel." 
And  these  historical  facts  explain  the  reason,  again,  why  John 
did  not  know  the  Saviour.  There  was  no  intercourse  between 
him  and  the  Redeemer  until  God  did  manifest  him  by  a  voice 
from  the  parted  sky. 

Then,  in  the  next  place,  we  have  the  decree  of  Augustus,  to 
which  I  have  referred  before,  and  need  not  repeat  it.  I  pro- 
ceed with  the  6th  verse  of  the  2nd  chapter  : — "  And  so  it  was, 
that,  while  they  were  there," — ^that  is,  at  Bethlehem, — "  the 
days  were  accomplished  that  she" — namely,  Mary,  "  should 
be  delivered.  And  she  brought  forth  her  first-bom  son,  and 
wrapped  him  in  swaddling  clothes,  and  laid  him  a  manger  : 
because  there  was  no  room  for  them  in  the  Inn.  And  there 
were  in  the  same  country  shepherds  abiding  in  the  field,  keep- 
ing watch  over  their  flock  by  night.  And,  lo,  the  angel  of  the 
Lord  came  upon  them,  and  the  glory  of  the  Lord  shone  round 
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about  them  ;  and  they  were  sore  afraid.  And  the  angel  said 
unto  them,  Fear  not :  for,  behold,  I  bring  you  good  tidings  of 
great  joy,  which  shall  be  to  all  people.  For  unto  you  is  born 
this  day  in  the  city  of  David  a  Saviour,  whioh  is  Christ  the 
Lord."  Again  attested  to  be  Christ  the  Lord,  "  before  God  had 
tried  him  y"  and  in  what  follows  you  have  the  testimony  of 
heaven  with  regard  to  Christ  being  the  person  who  was  to  be 
the  Saviour  of  a  sinful  world.  "  And  this  shall  be  a  sign  unto 
you  ;  Ye  shall  find  the  babe  wrapped  in  swaddling  clothes, 
lying  in  a  manger.  And  suddenly  there  was  with  the  angel 
a  multitude  of  the  heavenly  host  praising  God,  and  saying. 
Glory  to  God  in  the  highest,  and  on  earth  peace,  good-wul 
toward  men.*' 

Our  Saviour  came  to  his  own,  but  his  own  received  him  not. 
There  was  no  joy  in  the  palace  of  Herod  on  our  Lord's  arrival 
in  this  world  ;  but  there  was  joy  in  heaven  among  the  angels  of 
God.  Angels  have  ever  taken  a  lively  interest  with  regard  to 
the  affairs  of  our  world.  At  the  birth  of  our  earth,  it  is  said 
the  morning  stars  sang  together,  and  the  sons  of  God  shouted 
for  joy.  And,  during  succeeding  dispensations,  we  often  behold 
them  hastening  with  ready  wings  on  errands  of  mercy  and  love 
to  mankind.  J3ut  the  things  of  redemption  are  those  in  which 
they  are  especially  interested,  and  into  which  they  especially 
desire  to  look.  The  cherubims  are  represented  as  inclining 
their  faces  over  the  mercy-seat,  as  if  actually  engaged  in  pon- 
dering over  the  sublime  mysteries  thereon  contained — as  if 
employed  in  bending  their  energies  and  their  intellect  to  pry 
into  the  mysteries  of  redeeming  love  ;  because  there  they  nnd 
fresh  developments  of  the  divine  character,  and  new  discove- 
ries in  the  economy  of  providence  and  of  grace.  Thus  are  they 
furnished  with  more  powerful  and  stimulating  motives  to 
praise,  to  admiration,  to  love,  and  joy.  The  sublime  wonders 
of  redeeming  love  continually  unfolding  new  glories  to  their 
exalted  minds,  excite  them  to  nobler  songs  of  praise  :  and, 
behold,  on  this  important  occasion  of  the  Redeemer's  birth, 
they  come  to  pur  world  to  express  their  joy,  and  call  upon 
mankind  to  enter  into  the  general  joy  which  ought  to  be  felt 
on  an  occasion  like  this.  Now  mark  the  interest  of  angels  ! 
— an  interest  intimating  that  the  event  was  one  of  immense 
importance.  I  don't  wonder  at  all  that  those  who  reject  the 
Divinity  of  the  Saviour  should  be  anxious  to  do  away  with  the 
passages  which  declare  the  miraculous  conception,  and  give 
those  wonderous  narratives  which  are  connected  with  that 
event.  If  a  man  deny  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  there  is  no 
sympathy  betwixt  his  creed  and  the  wondrous  scenes  whicl;i 
are  there  exhibited.  No !  there  is  a  glory  around  the  subject 
for  which  his  mind  is  not  prepared,  and  with  which  his  views 
have  no  harmony,  and  can  posess  no  sympathy.  If  men  are 
hood- winked  for  a  time,  they  cannot  bear  the  light  of  the  sun. 
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'Tis  too  1>rigl]Lt  for  them.  And  if  men  immure  themselves  in 
the  gloomy  caverns  of  unbelief,  among  bats  and  night-birds 
of  error,  they  are  not  prepared  to  walk  amid  the  day-spring 
and*  the  glory  that  shine  around  the  manger  and  the  cross. 
They  cannot  listen  with  pleasure  when  prophets  strike  their 
lyre,  and  tune  it  to  a  Saviour's  praise.  They  cannot  listen 
with  pleasure  even  to  the  songs  of  angels,  nor  sympathise  with 
the  bursts  of  joy  they  exhibited  on  this  occasion.  There  is  no 
harmony  in  all  this  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Saviour  being  a 
mere  man.  But  recognise  the  Divinity  of  the  Saviour,  and 
the  miraculous  conception  is  in  harmony  with  it, — the  joy  of 
the  angels  is  in  harmony  with  it — ^the  worship  of  the  shepherds 
is  in  harmony  with  it — ^the  worship  of  the  wise  men  is  in  har- 
mony with  it ;  and  in  harmony  with  it,  too,  will  be  the  wor- 
ship which  the  whole  Church  of  Grod  will  one  day  unitedly 
render  to  the  Saviour  in  Heaven — ^in  that  bright  world  where 
no  obscurity  can  dim  the  vision,  where  no  prejudice  can  warp 
the  judgment,  where  no  corrupt  usage  can  vitiate  the  heart, 
but  where  spirits  pure  and  bright  will  dwell  in  the  noontide 
splendour  of  the  divine  presence,  and,  far  from  error,  and 
prejudice,  and  sin,  will  unite  to  praise  God  and  the  Lamb  for 
ever  and  ever.    (Applause.) 

I  will  notice  a  few  other  of  Mr.  Barker's  objections,  stated 
last  evening.  Mr.  Barker  asserted  that  the  miraculous  con- 
ception was  not  a  part  of  the  Gospel — w<is  not  a  part  of  the 
Grospel!  And  he  alleged  that  the  Saviour  did  not  preach  tlie 
doctrine — did  not  make  known  the  fact  in  his  ministry.  It  is 
important  to  observe  that  the  Saviour  was  generally  reserved 
with  regard  to  that  which  glorified  himself;  for  it  was  more 
the  object  of  his  ministry,  to  glorify  his  Father  than  to  glorify 
himself,  that,  subsequently,  his  Father  might  glorify  him. 
But  his  oton  ministry  did  not  complete  the  Gospel  dispensation, 
for  he  said  to  his  disciples  that  he  had  many  things  to  say  unto 
them,  which  they  were  not  prepared  to  bear  at  that  time :  but 
the  Holy  Ghost  would  reveal  them  after  the  day  of  Pentecost : 
and  it  was  under  the  guidance,  the  infallible  guidance  and 
inspiration  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  Matthew  and  Luke  penned 
their  records  ;  and  the  attestation,  or  the  inspircaion,  rather, 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  gives  the  same  authority  to  the  teachings  of 
the  Evangelists  that  the  Saviour's  oim  statements  have,  which 
he  announced  personally  upon  the  earth.  We  regard  the 
dispensation  of  the  Saviour  and  the  dispensation  of  the  Spirit 
as  both  uniting  to  complete  the  glorious  revelation  contamed 
in  the  New  Testament. 

But  now  let  us  notice  the  objection,  that  the  Incarnation,  or 
the  miraculous  conception,  is  not  a  part  of  the  gospel,  because 
it  is  not  contained  in  the  gospels  of  the  other  two  Evangelists, 
namely,  John  and  Mark.  1  am  not  admitting  that  the  doc- 
trine is  not  maintained  there  :  I  am  only  supposing  it  now. 
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for  argument's  sake.    Why,  this  is  reasoning  upon  the  prin- 
ciple mat  though  a  doctrine  be  clearly  taught  in  some  parts  of 
Scripture,  yet  if  it  be  not  taught  in  every  part  of  Scripture,  it 
is  not  a  part  of  that  truth  which  we  are  to  believe.     Dr. 
Franklin  says — "  When  you  have  a  good  principle,  go  through 
with  it  ?"  and  if  you  want  to  test  a  bad  one,  I  would  say, 
"^0  through  with  «?."    Apply  this  reasoning  to  other  facts  in 
Scripture.     The  resurrection  of  our  Saviour  is  an  important 
doctrine,  giving  a  bright  evidence  of  the  truth  of  Christianity, 
and  also  a  brignt  manifestation  of  the  divine  acceptance  of  the 
Redeemer's  sacrifice.    But  though  this  doctrine  is  asserted 
with  all  distinctness  and  authority  in  the  Evangelists,  there 
are  several  Epistles  in  which  the  doctrine  is  not  stated :  so 
then,  on  Mr.  Barker's  principle,  it  is  not  a  part  of  the  gospel, 
and  we  are  not  under  aijy  obligation  to  believe  it.   Wonderful 
logic,  and  still  more  wonderftil  theology !     The  Redeemer's 
ascension  to  heaven,  though  asserted  by  two  of  the  Evange- 
lists— ^namely,  by  Mark  and  by  Luke — ^is  not  affirmed  as  a 
fact  having  taken  place  either  by  Matthew  or  John  :  so  that 
although  it  is  asserted  by  two  Evangelists,  yet  not  having  been 
asserted  by  the  other  two,  it  is,  on  Mr.  Barker's  principle,  no 
part  of  the  Grospel,  and  may  be  rejected.    Wonderful  logic, 
and  still  more  wonderful  theology  !     The  general  resurrection 
of  the  dead  is  asserted  in  many  parts  of  Scripture,  but  is  omit- 
ted in  the  epistles  of  James  ana  J(^m,  and  many  other  books 
of  Scripture — therefore,  on  Mr.  Barker's  principle,  it  is  no 
part  of  revelation,  and  must  be  rejected.     Wonderful  logic, 
and  still  more  wonderful  theology  !     On  this  principle,  we 
might  discard  many  of  the  important  truths  of  Christianity. 
But  we  will  not  adopt  that  kind  of  reasoning.    We  know  that 
every  part  of  Scripture  is  of  God.     It*was  never  the  design  of 
the  Almighty  that  every  sacred  writer  should  record  the  same 
facts,  and  represent  in  the  same  way  the  same  doctrines  ;  for 
that  would  have  increased  the  Bible  into  a  library.  We  should 
have  had  as  many  volumes  as  there  are  writers  ;  and  wonder- 
ful to  say !  the  same  facts  and  the  same  doctrines  repeated 
in  each  of  them.     God  has  chosen  a  better  plan — one  more 
adapted  to  man's  requirements,  and  to  his  own  glory.    He  has 
caused  some  writers  to  state  one  part  of  truth,  and  some 
another  part ;  and  the  whole  forms  a  blessed  harmony,  and  a 
fulness,  adapted  to  enlighten  the  understanding,  to  form  the 
morals,  to  mould  the  character,  and  to  furnish  us  with  all  that 
Is  requisite  to  lead  us  unto  all  truth. 

And  then,  again,  to  maintain  that  because  St.  Mark  com- 
mences his  Gospel  with  the  ministry  of  John  the  Baptist,  no 
event  prior  to  that  period  forms  a  part  of  the  Gospel,  is  a  very 
grievous  fallacy ;  for  each  Evangelist  begins  his  record  in  a 
different  way.  Mark  begins  with  the  ministry  of  John  the 
Baptist ;  Matthew  with  a  genealogy  extending  as  far  as  Abra- 
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ham  ;  but  Luke*s  genealogy  extends  as  far  as  Adam  ;  while 
John  begins  with  the  creation  of  the  world,  asserting  the  exis- 
tence and  glory  of  the  Saviour,  prior  to  the  creation.  But  all 
are  equally  to  be  believed,  although  they  commence  their  state- 
ments in  a  different  form  and  with  different  events.  The  exis- 
tence of  God,  and  the  creation  of  the  world,  are  a  part  of  their 
testimony,  and  a  part  of  the  Gospel,  as  well  as  the  teachings, 
the  sufferings,  the  deadK  and  the  resurrection  of  the  Saviour, 
and  they  are  all  equaUt/  to  be  believed  on  the  testimony  of  God  ; 
for  it  is  written  "  He  that  believeth  not  God  hath  made  him  a 
liar."^ 

Besides,  to  talk  about  the  Grospel  beginning  with  the  ministry 
of  John  the  Baptist  appears  absurd.  Mr.  Barker  should  know, 
and  once  did  know,  that  the  Gospel  began  in  Paradise.  Ere- 
man  left  the  sacred  enclosure — ere  man  was  banished  from 
the  fertile  and  luxuriant  spot,  he  received  the  Gospel  in  tlie 
first  promise  of  the  Saviour,  that  the  "  seed  of  the  woman 
should  bruise  the  serpent's  head."  Abraham  had  the  Gospel 
preached  to  him,  as  the  apostle  says.  "  The  Scriptures  fore- 
seeing that  God  would  justify  the  heathen  through  faith 
preached  before  the  Gojspel  unto  Abraham,  saying.  In  thee, 
shall  all  nations  be  Wessed."  Gal.  iii.  8.  And  in  Hebrews  iv.» 
2,  it  is  said  the  Gospel  was  preached  to  the  Israelites : — *  'For 
unto  us  was  the  Gospel  preached  as  well  as  unto  them."  Thus 
Jesus  is  "the  Lamb  of  God  slain  from  the  foundation  of  the 
world."  Yes  !  in  those  remote  ages,  before  the  Sun  of  Righte- 
ousness had  risen,  the  day-star  of  promise  shot  forth  its  mild 
and  hopeful  beams  to  be  the  guide  of  patriarchs,  prophets,  and 
righteous  men,  and  the  precursor  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
who  is  "The  light  of  the  Gentiles,  and  the  glory  of  his  people 
Israel." 

Mr..  Barker  made  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  Christianity 
could  not  triumph  effectually  over  infidels,  while  such  doc- 
trines jas  the  miraculous  conception  were  held.  Why,  having 
admitted  that  these  doctrines  are  contained  in  the  Scriptures 
referred  to,  and  that  those  Scriptures  are  contained  in  the 
standard  we  have  mujtually  agreed  to  abide  by,  I  wonder  at  a 
statement  like  that.  Does  not  God  know  best  what  is  adapted 
to  illuminate  the  understanding ;  to  regenerate  the  heart ;  to 
promote  the  regeneration  and  blessedness  of  the  human  family  ; 
to  triumph  over  infidelity  and  every  form  of  error?  Undoubt- 
edly he  does.  And  facts,  too,  are  against  Mr.  Barker?  for  it 
was  whilst  he  held  this  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception,' 
and  while  he  was  defending  it  in  his  writings,  that  he  "discus- 
sed with  infidels,  and  was  in^rumental  in  putting  them  down. 
And  it  was  never  until  h&  gave  up  this  doctrine  that  the  infidels 
(yr  socialists  began  to  praise  kim!  The  facts,  then,,  I  say,  are 
against  him. 
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I  have  liere  a  lengthy  article,  contained  in  one  of  Mr.  Bar- 
leer's  publications  ;  but  I  have  not  time  to  use  it.    It  is  con- 
t€dnea  in  the  first  volume  of  his  Evangelical  Reformer.    It  is 
a  beautiful  article,  having  that  very  passage  about  the  joy  of 
the  angels  on  the  arrival  of  the  Saviour,  and  the  duty  of  man 
to  participate  in  the  joy,  and  lift  up  the  voice  of  thanksgiving 
to  Almighty  God.    Besides,  the  doctwe  of  the  miraculous 
conception  has  been  connected  with  the  Gospel  from  the  com- 
mencement :  and  is  therefore  associated  with  all  the  triumphs 
it  has  achieved.    Yes !  it  was  connected  with  it  when  the 
apostle  preached  the  Gospel  in  Greece,  that  focus  of  learning 
and  centre  of  philosophical  glory  ;  where  there  were  the  Ly- 
ceum and  the  groves  of  literature  :   and  where  lived  Plato,  > 
Aristotle,  Socrates,  and  the  most  eminently  gifted  men  that 
have  poured  forth  the  light  of  human  philosophy :  and  the 
Gospel  triumphed  over,  and  exploded  the  systems  of  Aristotle 
and  the  Stoics,  and  converted  multitudes  there,  in  the  very 
seat  of  a  carnal,  a  worldly,  and  a  superstitious  philosophy. — 
The  triumphs  of  the  cross  were  won  ma  multitude  of  cases  in 
these  parts.     It  was  the  same  Gospel  which  triumphed  at  Rome 
— ^that  nation  where  tributary  countries  poured  in  streams  of 
wealth — where  ambition  for  military  glory  burned  in  every 
bosom — aud  where  was  the  Pantheon,  crowded  with  deities. 
It  triumphed  there ;  and  converted  the  proud  orator  into  a 
minister  of  grace  ;  and  the  fierce  soldier  into  a  champion  of 
the  cross.    It  swept  away  the  gods  that  filled  the  Pmitheon, 
and  Christian  churches  rose  up  in  the  place  of  idol  temples. 
It  has  triumphed,  in  connexion  with  this  doctrine,  not  only 
over  civilized^  but  over  savage  man.    Did  not  Mr.  Barker  fre- 
quently and' properly,  when  contending  against  Socialists, 
refer  to  the  triumphs  of  the  cross  in  the  South  Sea  islands  ? 
Did  he  not  introduce  the  name  of  Williams,  that  minister  of 
the  living  God,  who  poured  forth  his  blood  on  the  shores  of 
!Eromanga,  in  the  midst  of  the  triumphs  he  had  won  in  the 
islands  of  the  Pacific  ?  and  did  he  not  introduce  his  triumphs 
by  preaching  the  same  Gospel  which  contains  the  doctrine  of 
the  miraculous  conception  f    And  has  not  Mofiat,  aljso,  been 
an  honoured  instrument,  in  the  hands -of  God,  of  spreading  the 
same  Gospel  in  the  central  parts  of  Africa  1    And  have  not  the 
Moravian  missionaries  accomplished  similar  results  in  Green- 
land and  Labrador  ;  and  in  the  burning  climes  of  the  West 
Indies  and  various  parts  of  Africa  ?     Undoubtedly  they  have. 
And  the  negroes  in  the  West  Indies,  whom  some  regard  as  not 
having  the  nature  of  man — as  not  having  a  human  soul — as 
not  capable  of  being  raised  in  the  scale  of  society— have  felt  the 
power  of  the  Gospel ;  and  multitudes,  bright  with  intellect, 
.and  refined  by  pious  sentiment,  and  tranrformed  into  God's 
image,  are  living  monuments  of  the  power  of  divine  truth ; 
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and  show  that,  in  connexion  with  this  doctrine,  it  triumphs 
over  depravity  in  every  form,  whether  associated  mth  the 
savage,  or  united  with  the  sage.  As  for  infidels,  it  has  con- 
quered them.  Who  ever  heard  of  the  doctrine  of  the  miracu- 
lous conception  being  taken  away  from  Scripture  to  con- 
vert an  infidel  ?  Who  ever  knew  an  instance  in  which  one 
was  converted  by  that  means?  I  never  heard  of  one.  What ! 
tak^  the  scissors,  and  cut  away  a  portion  of  God's  eternal 
truth,  in  accommodation  to  man  ?  What  ?  must  the  creature 
dictate  to  the  Creator  how  he  must  conform  his  word,  before 
he  can  condescend  to  accept  his  blessings  ?  That  is  not  the 
way  to  triumph  over  men.  Cut  away  any  portion  of  God's 
word,  and  we  cut  the  sinews  of  our  right  arm  :  we  separate 
ourselves  from  God's  blesiung,  and  from  the  promised  influ- 
ences of  the  Holy  Spirit.  It  is  not  by  altering  ths  Gospel  to 
accommodate  it  to  human  prejudice,  pride,  or  passion,  whether 
in  reference  to  ancient  Gnostics  or  modem  philosophers — ^it  is 
not  by  this  means  we  are  to  triumph,  but  by  standing  up  for 
the  word  of  the  living  €rod,  and  by  preaching  that  word  with 
a  bold  front,  and  with  courage  and  zeal,  combined  with  impli- 
cit reliance  upon  the  support  of  that  God  who  has  said  that 
his  servants  shall  not  labour  in  vain,  no  rspend  their  strength 
for  nought. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  just  recapitalate  a  few  facts.  Mr. 
Bark^  has  conceded  the  important  principle,  that  a  man  can- 
not be  a  Christian  if  he  knowingly  reject  any  portion  of  God's 
revealed  word ;  that  is,  if  he  disbelieve  it  when  evidence  is 
placed  sufficiently  before  him.  And  he  has  conceded  that  the 
authorities  which  we  have  mutually  agreed  to  stand  or  fall  by 
do  ccmtain  those  portions  of  the  word  of  God  in  which  the  doc- 
trine of  the  miraculous  conception  is  taught.  Mr.  Barker  does 
not  question  the  mecuiing  of  the  words. — ^Mr.  Barker  does  not 
attempt  to  put  a  different  construction  upon  those  passages 
which  teach  the  doctrine  itself,  however  much  he  may  endea- 
vour to  put  another  construction  upon  other  passages  in  the 
context*  The  texts  tiiemeelves  which  we^ay  teach  the  doctrine, 
he  acknowledges  do  teach  U>  Therefore^  hamng  oan/essedy  in  the 
firsi  iinskince,  thaiC  no  man  ie  a  ChnsUan  who  rejects  €my  portion 
ojf  the  word  of  God;  amd  honing  confessed,  secondly y  that  these 
parts  are  according  to  our  standard^  the  word  offOody  ttfoUotos 
—irresistibly  foUotoSy  as  a  conclusion  which  is  inemt€Me—<^vhic]x 
he  cannot  avoid— ^which  no  one  can  avoid,  according  to  the 
agreement  regulaiing  this  discussion,  THAT  HE  IS  REJECT- 
ING GOD'S  WORD,  AND  THEREFORE  HE  STANDS 
SELF-CONVICTED  AS  NOT  BEING  A  CHRISTIAN.— 
(Much  applause.) 
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Dr.  Less  :-~OaT  friend  Mr.  Cooke  hae  promised  to  aimounoe 
the  subjectB  on  which  he  will  speak  during  the  next  week, 
time,  of  course,  permitting.  Thev  will  be,  we  understand, 
-first,  the  Atonement ;  second,  the  Deity  of  Jesus  Christ ;  third, 
the  Personality  and  Godhead  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — ^Not,  periiaps,  in  that  way.  I  do  not  mean 
to  confine  myself. 

Dr.  Lees  : — Grenilemen,  we  have  proceeded  very  pleasantly  in 
the  discussion  to-night,  so  far  ;  and  I  trust  it  will  he  conduc- 
ted in  the  same  orderly  manner  to  the  conclusion.  We  all  see 
the  benefit  of  listening  patiently  to  the  gentlemen  who  are  pre- 
pared to  instruct  us  upon  these  important  subjects.  As  truth- 
seekers  and  truth-lovers,  I  trust  thiEit  the  same  attention  which 
vou  have  rendered  to  Mr.  Cooke,  will  be  rendered  to  Mr. 
Barker  ;  whom  I  have  now  the  pleasure  of  again  introducing 
to  your  notice. 

MR.  BARKER :— Respected  Chairmen  :  my  Friends, — 
As  this  will  be  the  last  evening*B  discussion  during  the  pre- 
sent week,  I  wish  to  notice  two  or  three  things  which  escaped 
my  memory  on  former  occasions.  In  a  quotation  which  I 
gave  from  John  Wesley,  George  Fox  is  spoken  of  as  foul- 
mouthed,  as  being  as  foul-mouthed  as  St.  Augustine.  I  did 
not  wish  to  sanction  that  statement  of  John  Wesley.  Geoi^e 
Fox  was  very  strong  in  his  expressions  against  a  hired  ministiy 
and  various  orthodox  doctrines  ;  but  I  cannot  regard  him  as 
deserving  to  be  called  a  foul-mouthed  man. 

Another  is, — ^when  I  referred  to  the  passage,  "  God  was 
manifest  in  the  fiesh,**  I  perhaps  spoke  in  such  a  way,  as  to 
lead  some  to  suppose  that  I  believed  "  Grod  manifest  in  the 
flesh"  to  be  the  true  reading  of  that  passage.  I  may,  how- 
ever, observe,  that  I  consider  Griesbach's  amendment  good, 
and  that  "  Gt)d"  ought  not  to  be  placed  there, — that,  as  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  has  demonstrated,  it  has  been  placed  there  by 
other  hands  than  the  writer  of  the  epistle  to  Timothy. 

A  word  on  expenses  ;  a  subject  on  which,  I  believe,  I  have 
been  misrepresented.  I  have  briefly  to  state,  that  as  this 
discussion  did  not  take  place  during  my  residence  in  New- 
castle, I  proposed  that  itishould  either  be  in  Leeds,  and  Mr. 
Cooke  have  bis  expenses  paid  ;  or  here,  and  I  have  my  tra- 
velling expenses  paid,  not  by  Mr.  Cooke,  but  out  of  the 
general  fund.  This  was  objected  to  by  Mr.  Cooke.  I  was 
told  he  said,  No.  He  would  not  go  to  Leeds  :  nor  would 
he  agree  to  the  payment  of  my  expenses.  He  would  agree 
to  the  expenses  of  but  one  journey  being  paid,  I,  therefore, 
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had  to  come  here  ;  but  only  one  half  of  the  expense  of  orta 
of  my  three  journeys  has  to  be  paid  by  my  opponent,  the  rest 
of  my  expenses  have  all  to  be  paid  out  of  my  own  ticket 
money.  Nevertheless,  as  I  had  given  way  in  every  other 
thing,  rather  than  the  discussion  should  not  take  place,  I 
agreed  to  bear  five-sixths  of  the  expense  of  my  coming  here 
also. 

Mr.  Grant  : — I  have  never  heard  of  the  proposition  for 
Mr.  Cooke  to  go  to  Leeds,  and  have  his  expenses  paid. 
(Hear,  hear.) 

Mr.  Barker  : — I  have  simply  to  state,  that  I  made  the 
proposition  to  my  own  committee,  supposing  they  would  lay 
it  before  the  proper  parties.  (Laughter.)  If  the  committee 
neglected  this  part  of  their  business,  the  fault  was  theirs,  not 
mine.     (Renewed  laughter  and  hissing.) 

Dr.  Lees  : — This  is  not  common  decency,  let  alone  order. 
Mr.  Grant  : — Why  don't  you  respect  yourselves  more  ? 
Mr.  Barker  : — I  proceed.  Mr.  Cooke  quoted  from  the 
first  chapter  of  Galatians, — "If  any  man  preach  any  other 
Gospel  unto  you  than  that  ye  have  received,  let  him  be  ac- 
cursed." Some  individuals  did  preach  another  Gospel.  Some 
of  the  Jews  preached  circumcision  as  necessary  to  salvation. 
They  taught  that  unless  a  man  did  something  more  than  be- 
lieve and  obey  the  Gospel,  he  could  not  be  saved ;  and  it  was 
to  those  that  the  apostle  refers  when  he  says,  "  Let  them  be 
accursed"  or  excommunicated.  Yet,  this  passage  is  applied 
to  such  as  myself,  as  if  I  preached  a  new  Gospel.  Now,  I 
do  no  such  thing.  I  preach  the  old  Gospel,  and  no  other. 
I  preach  neither  circumcision  nor  imcircumcision — neither 
orthodoxy  nor  heterodoxy,  as  necessary  to  salvation ;  but  faith 
that  worketh  by  love.  It  is  the  advocates  of  orthodoxy  that 
preach  another  Gospel.  These  parties  do  not  scruple  to  tell 
us,  that  we  shall  be  damned  unless  we  receive  the  doctrines 
of  orthodoxy,  which  are  not  only  not  taught  in  the  Gospel, 
but  which  are  subversive  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ.  My  oppo- 
nent, then,  is  the  heretic  ;  it  is  to  «uch  as  himself  that  the 
words  of  the  Apostle  belong. 

Again  ;  we  are  told  by  my  opponent,  that  we  cannot  be 
Christians  unless  we  believe  the  miraculous  conception. 
Mark's  Gospel  however  appears  to  have  been  written  with 
the  intention  of  making  people  Christians,  and  I  suppose  it 
would  make  them  Christians  if  they  believed  and  obeyed  it 
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«iid  yet  he  begins  his  t^rospel  with  John's  ministry,  and 
Bays  nothing  about  the  miraculous  conception.  John  also 
tells  us,  that  his  Gospel  was  written  that  people  might 
be  made  Christians  thereby ;  yet  he  tells  us  that  the 
things  recorded  therein  were  written  that  we  might  be- 
lieve that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  and  that 
those  who  believed  this,  might  have  life  through  his 
name.  It  was  written  to  make  people  Christians,  and  he 
seems  to  have  considered  it  sufficient  for  that  purpose  ;  and 
yet  he  takes  no  notice  of  the  miraculous  conception.  I  there- 
fore conclude  that  my  opponent  is  wrong  ; — that  the  Gos- 
pels are  either  defective,  or  he  is  in  great  error.  If  he  is 
right,  the  Gospels  are  defective.  If  the  two  Gospels  to 
which  I  have  referred  are  complete,  and  sufficient  to  make 
people  Christians,  my  opponent  is  in  error. 

I  shall  now  briefly  notice  the  arguments  I  laid  before  you 
last  night,  and  state  which  were  answered,  and  which  were 
not :  and  I  shall  also  notice  the  answers  given  to  those 
which  were  supposed  to  be  answered. 

The  first  was,  not  that  the  genealogies  of  Matthew  and 
Luke  disproved  the  miraculous  conception,  but  that  the  floJb 
contradiction  between  them  and  the  story  of  the  miraculous 
conception  disproved  it.  The  genealogy  traces  Jesus  through 
Joseph  up  to  Abraham  ;  that  is  to  s^,  Joseph  is  the  only 
parent  mentioned  in  the  line  with  David  ;  and  if  Joseph  was 
not  the  father  of  Jesus,  the  genealogy  is  not  the  genealogy  of 
Jesus.  But  we  believe  the  genealogy  is  correct.  The  mira- 
culous conception  is  opposed  to  it ;  and  it  is  the  contradic- 
tion between  the  two  that  is  the  argument  demonstrating  the 
miraculous  conception  to  be  false. 

Again  ;  the  second  argument  was,  that  Jesus  calls  him- 
self eighty-six  times  the  Son  of  man.  We  had  no  argument 
to  disprove  this.  In  fact,  it  was  never  noticed.  And  yet, 
if  he  was  the  son  of  man,  of  v^hat  man  was  he  the  son  1 
The  son  of  Joseph,  the  Gospel  says  ;  and  no  other  man  do 
the  Gospels  ever  call  his  llkther. 

Thirdly,  I  argued  that  Christ  was  made  in  all  points  like 
unto  his  brethren.     That  also  passed  unnoticed. 

Fourthly,  wa.  observed  that  Christ  never  once  said  that  he 
was  miraculously  conceived, — that  he  neirer  referred  to  any 
such  thing.  My  opponent  states  that  he  did  not  come  to 
.glorify  himself,  but  the  Father.     But  we  know  he  said  he 
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was  the  Messiah ;  he  said  he  was  the  Son  of  God  ;  and, 
according  to  some  of  the  reasonings  of  my  opponent,  he  even 
said  he  was  God  himself.  If  this  was  not  doing  more  to 
glorify  himself,  than  simply  declaring  that  he  was  bom  with- 
out an  earthly  parent  wo  old  have  been,  judge  ye. 

Again ;  the  apostles,  in  their  sermons  afier  the  day  of 
Pentecost,  never,  according  to  the  reports  we  have  of  their 
sermons,  named  this  subject.  Now  my  opponent  said,  the 
Holy  Ghost  was  to  reveal  to  them  the  things  Which  Christ 
had  not  revealed  :  but  there  is  no  indicatign  that  he  ever  re- 
vealed the  miraculous  conception.  If  he  did,  the  apostles 
never  preached  it ;  or  if  they  preached  it,  the  New  Testa- 
ment gives  no  account  of  the  fact. 

I  further  observed,  as  my  sixth  argument,  that  the  apos- 
tles never  name  it  in  their  writings.  This  has  not  been  ac- 
counted for.  While  the  apostles  opposed  the  heresies  of  the 
Gnostics  and  others,  they  never  opposed  any  such  heresy  as  the 
denial  of  the  miraculous  conception.  Hence,  I  conclude  that 
all  real  Christians  denied  that  doctrine.  If  it  had  been  true^ 
the  apostles  would  have  taken  care  to  oppose  its  denial. 

The  seventh  thing  referred  to  was  Galatians,  chap.  4,  ver. 
4,  '*  God  sent  forth  his  Son,  made  of  a  woman. "  I  showed  that 
this  was  no  argument  in  favour  of  the  miraculous  conception. 
My  opponent  dropped  this  subject  also,  altogether. 

I  referred  to  John,  1st  chapter,  and  14th  verse, — ^^'The 
Word  was  made  flesh, "  and  crowed  it  to  be  no  axgument. 
The  same  with  this,  my  opponent  gave  it  up. 

Again,  as  to  the  passage  in  Genesis,  chap.  3,  verse  15^ 
where  God  says  he  wiU  put  enmity  between  the  serpent  and 
the  seed  of  the  woman,  my  remarks  on  that  point  seem  to 
have  been  considered  conclusive.     They  remain  unanswered. 

I  noticed  the  assertion  that  it  was  necessary  that  Christ 
should  be  born  of  a  woman,  without  the  man,  to  avoid  natu- 
ral depravity.  My  remarks  seem  to  have  been  conclusive  on 
this  point  also.     They  were  not  answered. 

Eleventh.  It  had  been  said  thai  it  was  meet  that  so  great 
a  personage  should  be  bom  in  this  miraculous  manner.  I 
said,  being  born  in  such  a  way  could  neither  add  to  his 
honour,  his  holiness,  nor  his  usefulness.  My  remaxks  on^this 
subject  also  passed  unnoticed. 

Twelfth.  The  objection  that  the  denial  of  the  miracu-* 
lous  conception  was  a  denial  of  the  divinity  of  Christ,  was 
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also  noticed.  This  notice  was  also  considered  conclusive  it 
seems.     (Laughter.) 

I  said,  Nathaniel  and  the  Jews  considered  Jesus  to  be  the 
ton  of  Joseph,  and  that  they  were  never  corrected  by  Jesus, 
when  they  spoke  of  him  as  being  the  son  of  Joseph.  This 
was  partly  replied  to ;  but  no  account  was  given  of  the  strange 
fact  that  Jesus  never  corrected  their  error,  if  it  was  an  error, 
but  allowed  them  to  remain  in  their  error  to  the  last. 

I  then  referred  to  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  two  chap- 
ters themselves.  The  first  thing  I  noticed  was,  the  contra-' 
diction  between  the  genealogies  and  the  story  of  the  miraculous 
conception.     That  argument  was  evaded,  or  misunderstood. 

The  next  was  the  prophecies ;  1.  That  Jesus  was  called 
Jetut  in  order  to  fulfil  a  prophecy  which  said  he  should  be 
called  Emmanud,  I  showed  that  that  prophecy  was  fulfilled 
in  the  days  of  Ahaz.  My  opponent,  however,  says  that 
prophecies  may  be  twice  or  thrice  fulfilled.  This  is  a  mere 
fiction  of  theologians.  It  is  a  dream  maintained  by  orthodoxy 
against  common  sense  and  plain  Scripture.  I  have  further  to 
observe,  that  if  we  admit  the  passage, — ^  Behold  a  virgin 
shall  bring  forth  a  son,  and  thou  shalt  call  his  name  Emma* 
nuel,*'  to  have  had  a  double  meaning  and  a  double  fulfilment, 
it  will  prove  tiiQ  mwik  for  orthodoxy :  it  will  prove  that  there 
have  been  two  miraculous  conceptions  ;  that  there  have  been 
two  virgins  thus  conceiving  and  bearing  children ;  that  there 
have  been  two  Emmanuels,  one  bom  several  hundreds  of 
years  before  Jesus ;  and  if  the  name  Emmanuel,  which  means 
God  with  us,  proves  the  person  who  bears  it  to  be  God  him- 
self, then  the  person  bom  in  the  days  of  Isaiah  would  be 
proved  to  be  God. 

As  to  Rachel  weeping  for  her  children,  we  have  shown 
that  this  prophecy  referred  to  the  captivity  of  the  children  of 
T»rael ;  and  we  have  no  proof  that  the  prophecy,  as  delivered 
by  Jeremiah,  had  two  meanings. 

The  next  was  about  ttie  flight  into  Egypt,  which  I  showed 
was  no  prophecy  at  all.  But  my  opponent  talked  of  "  type  and 
anti-type.'*  I  would  never  use  the  word  "  type  "  unless  I 
stated  whut  I  meant  by  it.  I  beUeve  the  common  doctrine  of 
types  and  anti-types  is  a  mere  dream  of  ignorant,  bigotted 
theologians.  And  when  once  my  opponent  comes  to  explain 
what  he  means  by  the  words  he  uses,  and  attempts  to  give 
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Scripture  proof  of  the  correctness  of  his  definition^  you  will 
see  the  truth  of  my  remark. 

Then  comes  the  last  prophecy, — "He  shall  be  called    a 
Nazarene.''     My  opponent  says  that  this  is  said  to  have  been 
spoken  by  the  prophets  generally^  and  not  by  any  particular 
prophet.     That   only  makes  the  matter  worse.      If  it  was 
spoken  by  a  number  of  prophets,  why  not  adduce  one  pro- 
phet out  of  them  all  in  whose  prophecies  it  may  be  found. 
The  truth  is,  not  one  of  them  says  so.     The  explanation 
given  to  this  passage  was  the  most  unaccountable  and  the 
most  pitiful  explanation  that  I  ever  heard  in  all  my  days. 
(Loud  hissing.) 

Mr.  Gkant  : — Order  !  Respect  yourselves.  You  are 
pledged  to  non-interruption. 

Mr.  Barker  : — I  shall  now  briefly  mention  a  few  other 
facts  in  connection  with  the  miraculous  conception ;  then 
notice  the  two  speeches  of  my  opponent,  and  then  bring  the 
business  of  the  evening  to  a  close. 

In  the  first  place,  in  these  two  chapters  we  have  a  strange 
account  of  Herod's  cruelty  in  murdering  all  the  children  of 
Bethlehem  of  two  years  old  and  under — ^an  event,  one  of  the 
most  awful  and  barbarous  that  can  be  imagined — ^an  event 
which  one  can  scarcely  conceive  it  possible  would  escape 
being  noticed  by  historians. — ^an  event  one  might  have  expec- 
ted to  find  stated  and  reprobated  in  almost  every  historical 
work  which  referred  to  the  time.  And  yet  in  no.  historical 
work  is  there  any  reference  to  this  remarkable  and  barbarous 
deed,  not  even  in  the  works  of  Josephus  himself. 

Another  fact  is  this.  History  shows  that  Herod  was  dead 
two  years  before  Christ  was  born.  I  know  that  my  opponent 
has  endeavoured  to  explain  this,  by  telling  us  that  Herod 
and  another  reigned  together.  I  have  examined  his  argument 
on  this  point,  but  I  could  see  no  force  in  it.  It  still  remains 
a  fact,  that  Herod  died  two  years  before  the  birth  of  Christ. 

The  next  thing  is  the  taxing  wRich  is  mentioned.  Of 
that  we  have  no  notice  in  history.  Lardner  tries  to  find 
some  proof  of  the  truth  of  this  account  of  the  taxing  ;  but  he 
labours  in  vain :  and  it  is  given  up  by  the  ablest  critics  as  a 
point  not  to  be  established. 

Again  ;  Mary  and  Joseph  are  represented  as  having  gone 
together  to  be  taxed,  though  only  betrothed,  and  not  yet  united 
as  man  and  wife.  Judge  whether  that  is  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  Jews,  or  even  consistent  with  decency. 
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Again ;  it  is  said,  in  the  3rd  chapter,  after  the  return  from 
Egypt, — "In  those  days  came  John  the  Baptist  preaching  in 
the  wilderness,'*  &c.  By  the  words  "in  those  days"  must 
be  meant  the  time  last  referred  to:  and  yet  the  time  last 
referred  to  was  about  twenty-eight  or  thirty  years  before. 

Again ;  the  story  of  the  wise  men  appears  to  be  at  variance 
with  every  thing  that  Scripture  teaches.  It  is  curious  thai 
the  word  translated  "wise  men"  occurs  but  once  or  twice  in 
the  whole  New  Testament  besides ;  and  in  both  cases  it  is 
translated  "  sorcerers  "  or  "conjurers. "  Here  the  translators 
give  them  a  better  name,  in  order  to  save  appearances.  It  is, 
however,  the  fact,  that  they  were  sorcerers,  all  intercourse 
vdth  whom  God  expressly  forbad,  and  ordered  them  to  be  put 
to  death; — and  yet  sorcerers  are  the  parties  on  whom  God  is 
made  to  bestow  his  especial  favour,  and  whom  he  chooses  to 
lead  to  the  Saviour  in  a  miraculous  way  ;  whom  God  prefers, 
in  short,  to  all  the  faithful  men  that  had  served  him  as  their 
Father  and  God,  whether  among  the  Gentiles  or  the  Jews. 

Again;  have  you  never  wondered  that,  if  this  story  were 
true,  the  wise  men  were  never  heard  of  afterwards  ]  And 
that  after  what  they  had  seen,  and  after  they  had  made  known 
the  birth  of  this  wondrous  personage,  there  should  appear  to 
be  no  effect!  left;  that  the  whole  should  disappear  at  once  so 
suddenly,  and  never  be  seen  or  heard  of  more  ? 

The  story  of  the  shepherds,  also,  taken  in  connection  with 
the  rest  of  the  Gospel,  is  to  me  an  additional  argument  that 
the  story  of  the  miraculous  conception  is  not  true. 

Then,  again,  you  have  read  that  when  it  was  rumoured 
that  Jesus  was  born,  Herod  was  troubled,  and  all  Jerusalem 
with  him.  Now  that  Herod  should  be  troubled  when  he 
heard  that  a  king  of  the  Jews  was  bom,  is  capable  of  being 
understood}  but  why  all  Jerusalem  should  be  troubled 
with  him,  I  cannot  possibly  imagine.  For  those  who  had 
been  looking  for  Christ  as  their  great  deliverer  from  the 
Roman  yoke — for  all  Jerusalem,  by  whom  the  birth  of  the 
Messiah  was  so  anxiously  desired,  and  so  ardently  hoped  for,  to 
be  troubled  at  the  news  of  his  birth,  would  be  a  mystery  and 
a  wonder  indeed. 

Again.  Reference  was  made  by  my  opponent  to  the  Gos- 
pel of  Mark  ;  and  he  stated  that  to  suppose  that  the  ministry 
of  John  the  Baptist  was  the  beginning  of  the  Gospel,  because 
it  does  not  mention  any  thing  prior  to  it,  was  unreasonable, 
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and  not  to  be  allowed.  And  he  also  said,  that  the  Oospel 
was  preached  in  Paradise  ;  and  after  that  to  Abraham,  and 
to  Israel;  long  before  John's  appearance.  He  intimated,  too, 
that  I  myself  had  held  that  yiew.  I  never  held  any  such 
view.  I  believe  a  Gospel,  or  glad  tidings,  was  preached  to 
Abraham,  and  also  to  the  Jev^s  ;  but  not  ike  Gospel,  not  the 
same  glad  tidings  which  constitute  the  Gospel  of  Christ.  A 
Gospel,  or  some  glad  tidings,  was  preached  to  Abraham, 
to  Israel,  &c. ;  but  not  the  Gospel  that  was  preached  by 
Christ.  But,  now,  hear  Mark  ;  and  hear  whedier  he  con- 
siders the  baptism  of  John  to  be  the  beginning  of  the  Gospel 
or  not.  My  opponent  says  that  I  reject  the  word  of  God. 
But  he  rejects  66  portions  of  Christ's  own  testimony ;  all 
those  portions  where  Christ  is  called  "  the  Son  of  man  :*'  and 
he  must  also  reject  the  plain  testim'ony  of  Mark,  or  acknow- 
ledge that  the  miraculous  conception  is  not  the  beginning  of 
the  Gospel.  For  what  does  Mark  say  1  "  The  beginning 
of  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God."  And  what 
follows  t  The  miraculous  conception  1  Nay.  But,  "  as  it 
is  written  in  the  prophets,  Behold,  I  send  my  messenger 
before  thy  face,  which  shall  prepare  thy  way  before  thee." 
Thus  Mark  describes  the  beginning  of  the  Gospel  to  be  the 
ministry  of  John. 

There  are  a  few  more  facts  which  I  wish  to  lay  before  you 
on  this  subject.  The  early  Christians,  though  they  held  dif- 
ferent opinions  on  the  subject  of  the  miraculous  conception, 
never  quarrelled  with  each  other  about  it,  nor  denied  each 
other  to  be  Christians  on  account  of  differences  of  opinion  on 
that  point.  Now  these,  many  suppose,  were  the  best  days 
of  Christianity  ;  and  yet,  in  those  days,  those  wHo  denied 
the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception  were  allowed  to  be 
Christians.  Justin  Martyr,  though  he  believed  the  miracu- 
lous conception  himself,  left  others  at  liberty  to  deny  it ;  and 
acknowledged  that  they  might  be  good  Christians  without 
believing  that  doctrine.  Dr.  Watts  took  much  the  same 
view,  as  you  will  see,  if  you  examine  his  works.  If  I  should 
read  his  words,  they  would  tell  me  that  I  was  out  of  order, 
— that  by  the  rules  I  am  prohibited  from  quoting  him.  I 
shall  therefore  state  Dr.  Watts'  opinion,  without  quoting  his 
exact  words.  He  said,  Jesus  was  not  called  the  Son  of  God 
chiefly  in  reference  to  his  miraculous  conception,  and  that 
a  belief  that  Jesus  ^as  bom  of  a  virgin,  without  an  earthly 
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fa^er,  lb  not  made  a  condition  of  salvation  any  'whare  in  the 
New  Testament.  He  says,  it  was  in  a  higher  and  more 
important  sense  that  the  term  "  Son  of  God,"  was  used  ;  and 
he  proceeds  to  show  that  the  miraculous  conception  was  of 
little  moment ;  and  that  difference  of  opinion  on  that  subject 
would  never  shut  people  out  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  In 
that  opinion  Dr.  Watts  does  not  stand  alone.  Others,  and 
those  among  the  wisest  and  the  best  of  men,  have  held  the 
same  opinion.  My  opponent,  in  holding  that  the  miraculous 
conception  is  a  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  Gospel,  differs 
from  those  who  stand  among  the  highest  of  the  advocates 
and  teachers  of  Christianity. 

Again,  the  miracle  of  the  miraculous  conception,  if  it  were 
a  fact,  differs  from  all  or  almost  all  other  facts  recorded  in 
the  Gospel.  In  reference  to  the  other  miracles  they  could 
say,  These  things  were  not  done  in  a  comer.  They  could 
say  nothing  else  of  this. 

Again  ;  Luke  professes  to  teach  only  those  things  which 
had  been  previously  delivered  by  others  who,  from  the  begin- 
ning, had  been  eye-witnesses  of  the  facts,  and  ministers  of 
the  word.  But  no  one  could  be  an  eye-witness  of  the  fact 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  nor  had  any  minister  of  the 
word  delivered  that  doctrine.  Again  ;  the  heginnmg,  of 
which  Luke  speaks,  and  at  which  he  proposes  to  begin  his 
history,  is  the  beginning  of  Christ's  public  ministry.  Luke, 
therefore,  could  not  have  proposed  to  give  a  history  of  the 
miraculous  conception. 

Again  ;  God  generally  tells  us  the  reason  of  all  his  great 
measures — as  of  Christ's  death,  and  resurrection,  and  the 
like.  But  throughout  the  whole  of  the  Scriptures  there  is 
not  the  slightest  reason  assigned  for  any  such  event  as  the 
miraculous  conception  ;  nor  is  it  ever  said  that  there  was 
any  reason,  nor  is  any  use  made  of  it.  If  it  be  true,  it  does 
not  appear  to  have  answered  any  end  whatever.  I  cannot 
regard  the  story,  therefore,  as  part  of  the  Gospel — ^as  part  of 
the  revelation  of  heaven. 

If  such  a  story  had  been  really  disclosed  by  the  first  adhe- 
rents of  Christ,  it  would  have  been  Hkely  to  have  had  no 
good  influence  upon  the  Christian  cause  ;  but  would  rather 
have  exerted  a  veiy  unfavourable  influence,  unless  thoroughly 
proved,  both  upon  Christ's  reputation  and  upon  his  mother's, 
as  well  as  upon  the  cause  of  Christianity.     Yet  no  intima- 
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tion  is  given  in  the  Gospel  that  it  was  even  once  asserted  by 
Christ. 
^  Again  ;  if  Christ  had  been  miraculously  conceived,  and  was 
known  by  his  parents  to  have  been  so  conceived,  and  known 
by  them  also  to  be  the  Messiah,  and  even  the  supreme  God, 
can  we  imagine  that  they  would  have  lived  with  him  on  those 
terms  on  which  they  and  his  brethren  appear  to  have  lived 
with  him  t  and  that  they  would  have  kept  him  in  subjection, 
and  brought  him  up  to  the  trade  of  a  carpenter  % — for  Jesus 
i«  not  only  said  to  be  the  son  of  a  carpenter,  but  is  expressly 
stated  to  have  worked  at  the  trade  of  a  carpenter  himself* 
Now,  the  idea  of  the  Messiah,  or  of  the  supreme  God,  as  my 
opponent  contends  he  was,  being  thus  employed,  and  having 
thus  lived  with  his  parents,  and  having  been  thus  treated  by 
them,  is  to  me,  not  to  say  beyond  comprehension,  but  utterly 
beyond  any  thing  like  reason  or  credibility. 

Again  ;  if  the  miraculous  conception  be  true,  where  is  the 
history  of  the  twenty-eight  years  of  Christ's  life  which  passed 
from  the  time  he  was  two  years  of  age,  up  to  the  time  that 
he  was  thirty  ?  We  have,  it  is  true,  in  Luke,  one  single 
reference  to  him  during  that  interval,  when  twelve  years  old  ; 
but  where  is  all  the  rest  of  his  history  %  That  story  is,  how- 
ever, to  my  mind,  an  additional  proof  that  the  story  of  the  mi- 
raculous conception  is  untrue, — and  that  the  two  chapters  in 
which  the  story  is  contained^  are  not  genuine.  If  Jesus  was 
bom  as  my  opponent  states,  and  was  what  he  states,  it  is 
unaccountable  that  no  other  event  should  be  narrated  for 
the  whole  of  that  interval,  from  two  to  thirty  years  of  age, 
when  he  came  forth  as  the  public  teacher  and  Saviour  of 
mankind. 

As  soon  as  we  find  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion plainly  and  gener^y  taught  by  the  advocates  of  Christ- 
tianity,  we  also  find  Numerous  reasons  assigned  for  the 
supposed  fact  of  the  miraculous  conception.  There  were 
Abundance  of  reasons  assigned  for  the  miraculous  conception 
by  the  Fathers  who  taught  it ;  but  they  are  of  such  a  charac- 
ter, that  they  will  not  appear  to  be  very  rational  or  weighty. 
I  will  give  you  a  few  of  their  reasons,  that  you  may  see  for 
yourselves  what  credit  is  due  to  the  doctrines  or  inventions 
of  those  early  orthodox  dreamers.  Justin  Martyr  says,  "  Christ 
was  born  of  a  virgin,  because  Eve  was  a  virgin  when  she  con- 
ceived the  Logos,  or  Word,  of  the  serpent."     But  how  did 
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•Justin  Martyr  know  that  Eve  was  a  virgin  when  she  sdnned  1 
Cyril  of  Jerusalem  gives  the  same  account.  '^  As  death  came 
by  the  virgin  Eve,  so  it  was  necessary  that  life  should  come 
by  a  virgin."  Who  told  him  that  death  came  by  a  virgin  ? 
— that  Eve  was  a  virgin  when  she  sinned  1  Tt  is  a  dream — 
a  fancy.  But  if  it  had  been  so^  where  is  the  reasonableness 
of  the  reason  ?  Ambrose  tells  us,—"  Christ  was  born  of  a 
virgin,  because  Adam  was  made  of  the  virgin  earth."  Many 
of  their  reasons  are  too  ridiculous,  and  others  are  too  indeli- 
cate, to  be  given  ;  and  generally  speaking,  their  vnritings  on 
this  subject  contain  such  a  mass  of  folly  and  abomination, 
under  the  name  of  orthodox  theology,  that  no  man  who  reads 
them  vdll  ever  be  in  danger  of  being  imposed  on  by  my 
opponent's  pompous  parade  of  their  names  again.  (Hear, 
hear^  applause,  and  disapprobation.)  I  give  you  these  quo- 
tations from  the  Fathers,  because  the  Fathers  are  often  refer- 
red to  as  wonderfully  vrise  men,  and  their  authority  spoken 
of  as  very  weighty.  If  you  will  only  take  the  trouble  of 
readjpg  their  writings,  or  the  writings  of  but  one  or  two  of 
them,  you  vdll  find  them  to  have  been  in  many  respects 
among  the  most  ignorant  of  men.  And  if  you  will  read  the 
history  of  those  Fathers,  you  will  fiini  among  them  some  of 
the  most  wicked  men  the  church  ever  saw.  Maximus  Turi- 
nensis  gives  the  same  reason  for  the  miraculous  conception 
as  Ambrose.  He  also  compares  Mary  to  the  pure  manna,  in 
which  worms  were  bred.  Others  state  that  Christ  was  born 
of  a  virgin,  in  order  that  he  might  be  free  from  the  stain  of 
original  sin.  There  are  endless  more  such  like  things.  I 
would  take  the  trouble  to  read  some  of  them,  if  allowed. 
But  I  am  unwilling  to  cause  confusion  by  doing  any  thing 
which  might  be  objected  to  by  the  opposing  parties. 
fy^  I  have,  however,  further  to  observe,  that  all  the  Fathers 
who  speaJc  of  the  miraculous  conceplfcion,  agree  that  it  was 
not  made  public  in  the  lifetime  of  Christ ;  and  all  agree,  far- 
ther, that  it  would  have  had  a  bad  effect  if  it  had  l)een  made 
public  during  his  life  ; — ^that  it  would  have  injured  his  own 
credit  and  character,  and  done  irreparable  injury  to  the  repu- 
tation of  his  mother.  They  also  say,  that  if  the  devil  had 
got  to  know  of  it,  he  \\5puld  have  frustrated  the  *great  object 
of  Christ's  mission.  And  they  state  that  it  was  to  conceal 
the  matter  from  the  devil,  that  Mary  had  a  nominal  husband. 
For  it  is  said  by  those  fathers  that  the  devil  knew  that  Cjjjj^ 
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was  to  be  born  of  a  virgin,  and  that  he  therefore  kept  a  sharp 
look  out,  observing  all  the  virgins,  to  lee  which  brought  forth 
a  child,  but  that  in  order  to  cheat  the  devil,  Mary  had  a  hus- 
band assigned  to  her,  that  she  might  pass  for  a  married 
woman  ;  so  that  Satan  turned  away  his  attention  from  Mary, 
and  Jesus  got  into  the  world  without  the  deviPs  knowledge. 
(Loud  hissing  and  other  discordant  cries.^ 

Dr.  Lees. — Mr.  Barker  is  only  mentioning  what  the  Fa- 
thers state. 

Mb.  Barker. — They  are  the  sentiments  of  those  very  wise 
and  good  men  that  my  opponent  has  contrasted  with  Mar- 
cion,  as  so  very  much  superior  to  him ;  of  those  very  men 
who  were  the  great  slanderers  of  Marcion— of  those  men  who 
took  upon  themselves  to  say  who  were  heretics  and  who  were 
not,  who  were  heterodox  and  who  were  not.  They  are  the 
sentiments  of  those  very  men  who  invented  Orthodox  Trini- 
tarianism,  natural  depravity,  eternal  life  in  torments,  and  so 
forth  ;  and  who  invented,  or  first  advocated  the  story  of  the 
miraculous  conception.  • 

I  beg  again  to  state,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  doc- 
tiine  of  the  miraculous  conception,  supposing  it  to  have  been 
a  true  one,  was  at  all  generally  known  during  Christ's  minis- 
try ;  and  I  say  this  is  only  to  be  accounted  for  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  it  is  not  true.  Zacharias  and  Elizabeth  knew  the 
fact,  if  it  was  a  fact.  Simeon  and  Anna  knew  it,  according 
to  Luke ;  and  Luke  further  tells  us  that  Anna  "  spake  of 
him  to  all  them  that  looked  for  redemption  in  Jerusalem.'* 
Then  surely  many  of  those  would  speak  of  it  to  others.  All 
would  not  be  silent.  And  when  Jesus  lived  among  them, 
it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to  live  in  secrecy  ;  and  the 
story  must  have  got  abroad.  And  after  all  Jerusalem  was 
troubled  at  his  birth-*-«fter  Herod,  and  the  chief  priests 
and  scribes  had  assembled  to  consult  about  it, — and  after 
Anna  had  spoken  of  him  to  all  them  that  looked  for  redemp- 
tion in  Jerusalem,  to  suppose  that  the  character  of  Jesus 
remained  still  unknown,  and  that  the  matter  of  the  miracu- 
lous conception  was  still  a  secret,  is  a  supposition  beyond  all 
reason,  and  those  who  maintain  it  must  be  prepared  to  believe 
any  mystery,  or  flat  contradiction  whatever. 

Again  ;  it  is  certain,  also,  that  the  story  of  the  miraculous 
conception  was  not  believed  by  the  great  body  of  Jewish 
Christians  in  the  age  subsequent  to  the  apostles,  any  more 
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than  in  the  apostolic  age  itself.  This  we  have  upon  testi- 
mony that  cannot  be  controverted — the  testimony  of  those 
very  Fathers  on  which  ray  opponent  rests  his  own  case. 

Again  ;  if  the  story  really  had  been  communicated  to  the 
early  Jewish  Christians,  with  any  reasonable  evidence  of  its 
truth,  there  cannot  be  imagined  any  reason  why  they  should 
not  have  believed  it.  It  was  nothing  to  their  interest  to 
deny  the  doctrine.  They  could  get  nothing  by  denying  it. 
On  the  other  hand,  they  would  naturally  wish  to  have  their 
master  as  highly  thought  of  as  possible.  And  if  the  story 
was  creditable  to  their  master,  they  were  more  likely  to 
believe  it  vnth  little  evidence,  than  to  reject  it  with  great 
evidence.  And  yet  they  did  reject  it.  They  rejected  the 
compliment  which  was  intended  to  be  thus  paid  to  their 
master  on  the  fullest  evidence,  and  clung  to  a  doctrine  of  an 
i^posite  character,  without  any  evidence,  according  to  my 
opponent's  notion. 

Again  ;  supposing  the  doctrine  to  be  true,  they  must,  if 
they  had  refused  to  believe  it,  have  been  rebuked  by  the 
apostles.  Yet  they  were  not  The  apostles  who  rebuke 
and  condemn  other  heretics,  never  censure  those  who  believed 
Jesus  to  be  the  son  of  Joseph.  It  is  also  another  fact,  that 
the  Gnostics  did  not  believe  in  it.  Yet  their  notions  of  Christ 
were  of  such  a  kind,  that  if  they  really  had  heard  any  such 
doctrine  as  that  of  the  miraculous  conception,  it  was  the  very 
thing  to  commend  itself  to  their  minds,  and  become  an 
article  of  their  faith.  And  yet  they  did  not  hold  it.  A  proof 
they  never  heard  of  it. 

That  very  many  of  the  Jewish  Christians,  who  were 
generally  called  Ebionites,  did  not  believe  the  miraculous 
conception,  is  proved  by  the  unanimous  testimony  of  all  who 
speak  of  them  even  up  to  the  latest  period.  Justin  Martyr 
and  Iren»u8'  give  no  hint  of  any  of  them  believing  it. 
Origen  says  that  aU  the  Jewish  Christians  went  by  the  name 
of  Ebionites  ;  and  he  is  the  first  who  informs  us  that  any  of 
them  believed  in  the  miraculous  conception.  Eusebius 
speaks  of  no  Jewish  Christians  but  what  were  called 
Ebionites ;  and  describes  them  as,  in  general,  dislielieving 
the  miraculous  conception.  The  Ebionites,  or  early  Jewish 
Christians,  had  learned  men  among  them  ;  and  one  of  them, 
named  Synmiachus,  who  translated  the  Scriptures,  and  whose 
translation  of  the  Scriptures  is   quoted  with  the  highest 
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respect  by  Origen,  Eusebius,   and    the   ancients  generally, 
defended  this  particular  opinion  of  the  Ebionites. 

Another  fact  is,  that  the  miraculous  conception  is  never 
once  made  use  of  by  any  sacred  writer  for  any  practical 
purpose.  It  is  never  used  as  a  motive  to  obedience,  or  as 
a  dissuasive  from  sin.  Indeed  it  is  never  mentioned  by 
Christ  or  his  apostles  ;  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  made  use 
of  .as  a  doctrine  of  the  Gospel.  '  • 

*  There  are  some  that  would  ask.  But  how  could  these 
passages  get  into  the  Gospels,  if  they  were  not  written  by 
Matthew  and  Luke.  I  answer,  that  in  those  days  nothing 
was,  in  fact,  much  more  easy  than  for  passages  to  creep  into 
the  writings  of  the  apostles  and  evangelists,  which  were  na 
part  of  the  original  works.  Interpolations  and  forgeries 
have  been  common  in  all  ages  of  the  Christian  era.  They 
began  at  an  early  period,  and  were  made  use  of  very  freely 
by  many.  It  was  a  principle  laid  down  by  some  of  the 
early  Fathers,  and  advocated  by  a  number  of  those  very 
Fathers  who  slandered  Marcion,  that  it  was  right  and 
virtuous  to  lie  for  the  sake  of  the  Gospel,  or  in  order  to 
convert  men's  souls,  and  to  save  them  from  being  damned  by 
heretical  opinions.  This  doctrine,  says  Moshiem,  in  his 
Church  History,  was  not  only  avowed,  but  acted  upon,  and 
justified  as  a  means  of  salvation.  And  as  I  have  said,  it  was 
comparatively  easy  for  persons  to  forge  writings,  or  to  inter- 
polate and  corrupt  the  writings  of  others  in  those  days.  At 
that  period,  they  had  no  printing  presses.  When  one  of  the 
Evangelists  wrote  a  book,  it  would  be  given  into  the  hands 
of  one  man.  He  was  the  only  person  who  could  possess  it. 
On  reading  it  over,  and  finding  something  he  did  not  under- 
stand, but  which  seemed  to  be  explained  to  him  afterwards^ 
it  would  be  natural  for  him  to  write  down  the  explanation 
on  the  edge  or  margin.  He  would  then  probably  lend  it  to 
another  ;  and  his  neighbour  might  be  desirous  to  copy  it  be- 
fore he  returned  it,  and  would  write  it  out  for  that  purpose. 
It  was  also  customary  for  a  man  who  had  omitted  a  few 
words,  when  writing  or  copying  a  book,  to  put  them  also  in 
the  ma%in.  Thus  the  copy  would  present  the  explanation 
made  by  the  first  reader,  and  the  omissions  of  the  copyist, 
both  in  the  margin  ;  and  the  next  transcriber  would  not 
know  the  difference,  and  would  copy  the  whole.  What  is 
more  likely  than  such  a  process,  and  what  moi^  natural  as  a 
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consequence,  than  that  books  would  become  interpolated  or 
corrupted,  even  where  there  was  no  other  intention  than  to  do 
right  ?  No  man  ever  copied  a  long  letter  without  adding  or  lea- 
ving out  something.  (Laughter,  and  intimations  of  dissent.)  I 
believe  it  is  impossible  to  copy  a  long  letter  without  a  blun- 
der ;  much  less  a  large  book.  I  would  recommend  any  one 
of  those  persons  who  think  otherwise,  to  try,  and  to  bi;ing 
me  his  copy  to  look  at ;  and  if  he  can  copy  a  long  letter,  as 
long  as  one  of  the  Go^els,  or  a  book  one  half  as  big  as  the 
New  Testament,  without  a  blunder,  1  shall  change  my  opi- 
nion on  this  subject,  and  say  no  more  in  reference  to  interpo- 
lations. Well,  in  the  way  I  have  named,  changes  were  con- 
stantly taking  place  in  the  sacred  writings.  Every  single  copy 
had  to  be  made  with  the  pen,  and  every  one  would  have  its 
own  peculiar  errors,  besides  the  errors  of  previous  transcri- 
bers. Hence  it  is,  that  out  of  more  than  three  hundred 
manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament  writings  now  in  existence, 
no  two  of  them  agree.  The  person  who  may  choose  to  ex- 
amine them,  will  find  variations  of  letters,  words,  and  phrases 
without  end.  In  some  places  they  have  too  much,  in  others 
too  little,  and  in  others  they  have  the  right  quantity,  but 
the  wrong  words.  I  know  what  is  said  by  orthodox  people, 
that  those  various  readings  do  not  affect  the  %reat  doctrines 
of  Christianity.  Now  it  so  happens,  that  if  the  doctrines 
which  are  called  the  great  fundamental  doctrines  of  Christi- 
anity by  the  orthodox,  are  important,  it  is  in  reference  to 
those  very  doctrines  that  all  the  principal  forgeries  have  been 
made.  The  principal  forgeries  detected,  are  all  Trinitarian 
forgeries.  Not  one  Anti- Trinitarian  forgery  has  been  dis- 
cerned, that  I  am  aware  of.     (Hissing.) 

It  is  a  fact,  that  even  in  the  books  of  our  own  days,  these 
corruptions,  interpolations,  and  omissions  are  constantly  tak- 
ing place.  Bunyan  published  two  parts  of  the  Pilgrim's 
Progress  ;  but  a  third  part  was  added  by  somebody  else, 
even  in  Bunyan's  life- time.  Bunyan  denied  being  the  author 
of  this  third  part,  and  even  published  his  disownment  of  the 
forgery  in  print ;  yet  we  generally  find  the  third  part  making 
a  portion  of  the  work,  and  it  is  commonly  supposed  to  be 
part  of  the  genuine  work.  Take  Wesley's  works  as  another 
instance.  I  have  an  old  edition  of  Wesley's  works,  and  I 
have  frequently  had  opportunities  of  comparing  my  edition, 
with  later  editions  oi  his  works,  and  I  find  that  the  Confer- 
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ence,  or  the  editors  and  publishers  of  those  works,  are  con- 
stantly making  alterations  in   them.     In  one  of  Wesley ^s 
works,  in  my  edition,  there  is  an  excellent  passage  about  the 
right  of  private  judgment  and  liberty  of  conscience  ; — ^the 
right  of  every  man  to  judge  for  himself  what  is  good  and  true^ 
and  the  right  of  every  man  to  believe  according  to  the  evidence 
presented  to  his  mind,  and  to  act  according  to  his  judgment, 
without  regard  to  the  authority  of  any  man,  or  set  of  men, 
upon  earth.      That  passage  is  left  out  of  the  editions  of 
his  works  printed  now.     Other  parts  of  his  works  have  had 
things  put  in  and  left  out  of  them  in  the  same  way.     And  if 
we  compare  the  several  editions  of  some  of  his  works,  we 
find  that  mutilations,  interpolations,  and  corruptions  have 
been  going  on  from  an  early  period  after  John  Wesley's  death. 
You  will  also  find  volumes  bearing  the  name  of  Shakspeare> 
and  pretending  to  be  his  works,  containing  tragic  plays  which 
were  never  written  by  him,  and  which  do  not  bear  the 
slightest  mark  of  his  genius.     And  yet   nineteen  out  of 
twenty  believe  them  to  be  the  genuine  works  of  that  great 
dramatic  poet.     It  is  the  same  with  some  of  William  Law's 
works.  Take  his  "  Serious  Call,*'  for  instance.  I  read  it  lately 
in  one  edition  ;  and,  at  the  end,  found  what  was  called  an 
*'  After-thoughV*  forming  a  whole  chapter.    I  suspected  this 
"After-thought,"  so  called,  was  no  part  of  the  original  work,  so 
I  got  another  edition  ;  but  the  "After-thought"  was  not  in  it. 
I  found  it  had  been  added  by  another  hand,  as  I  had  thought. 
A  short  time  after  this,  I  was  reading  another  work  of  Wm. 
Law's,  on  Christian  Perfection,  and  after  I  had  got  through 
the  Introduction,  there  came  this  self-same  "After-thought" 
again  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  work  ;  yet  this  "After- 
thought" seemed  out  of  place  in  both  the  works.  And  now, 
if  such  things  can  take  place  in  our  day,  when  hundreds, 
and  thousands,  and  scores  of  thousands  of  copies  are  disper-  i 

sed  every  where, — ^when  reading  is  so  common, — ^when  books 
are  so  numerous — ^when  thousands  upon  thousands  are  printed 
at  a  time  from  the  same  type  or  plates,  and  therefore  all 
alike  ;  how  much  more  easily  could  these  things  take  place 
at  an  earlier  period,  before  printing  was  invented,  and  when 
every  single  book  had  to  be  copied  by  the  hand  of  man  ?  I 
say  nothing  is  more  easy  to  be  accounted  for  than  the  fact 
that  the  writings  of  the  evangelists  and  apostles  have  been 
subject  to  oorruptions,  to  omissions,  to  additions.    My  oppo*  ^ 
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nent  himself  will  tell  you^  if  you  ask  him;  that  there  have  been 
forgeries  inserted  in  the  sacred  writings,  and  that  there  are 
forgeries  t^'lhis  very  book. .  He  knows  that,  of  all  the  manu  - 
scripts  to  which  he  refers,  there  are  not  two  alike  ;  and  that 
such  is  the  case  with  the  versions  also. 

Some  people  may  say,  Well,  but  if  we  once  begin  to  leave 
any  thing  out  of  the  Scriptures  as  we  have  them,  we  may 
then  leave  out  another  passage,  and  another^  and  we  shall 
not  know  where  it  may  end.  I  answer  ;  make  what  you 
please  of  that  argument,  it  is  still  a  fact  that  some  things 
must  be  left  out.  My  opponent  himself  leaves  out  one  pas- 
sage, and  why  ntiay  I  not  leave  out  another,  when  I  have 
equally  good  reason  9  We  must  be  guided  in  matters  of  this 
kind  by  the  reason  which  God  has  given  U8~-"by  the  facts 
furnished  by  ecclesiastical  history — ^by  an  examination  and 
consideration  of  all  the  writings  which  we  have  at  our  com- 
mand, whether  manuscripts  or  versions,  whether  the  writings 
of  the  Fathers,  so  called,  or  of  heterodox  authors. 

I  may  also  observe,  that  at  a  very  early  period  a  great 
many  Gospels  were  written,  besides  the  true  ones.  It  seems 
from  Luke's  Gospel  that  a  great  many  true  ones  were  written ; 
but  many  of  them  must  have  perished,  for  only  four  are  left. 
But  in  addition  to  the  genuine  Gospels,  there  were  many 
which  were  false.  There  was  the  gospel  of  Nicodemus,  the 
gospel  of  the  Infancy,  and  many  others.  There  were  also  other 
forgeries  which  were  attributed  to  the  apostles,  such  as  the  a- 
postolical  constitutions,  the  apostles' creed,  the  apostolical  epis- 
tles, &c.  In  the  early  ages  of  Christianity,  this  kind  of  work 
was  dreadfully  prevalent.  Alterations  in  the  Gospels  ;  leav- 
ing out ;  putting  in  ;  mixing  the  Gospels  together  ;  adding 
prefaces  and  cq^clusions  ;  altering  words  ;  appending  bits  of 
explanations  in  one  copy,  and  making  them  part  of  the  Gos- 
pel in  the  next — ^these  were  common  and  daily  practices  in 
those  days  ;  and  such  was  the  treatment  to  which  the  Scrip- 
tures were  liable  for  many  generations.  Thus  parts  of  spu- 
rious gospels  got  mixed  vdth  the  true  ;  or  the  supposed 
deficiencies  of  the  true  ones  were  made  up  from  hearsay  or 
tradition.  And  thus  the  chapters  about  the  miraculous  con> 
ception  which  have  been  so  often  noticed  might  be  added. 
Amidst  so  much  confusion,  while  some  introduced  errors 
into  the  apostolical  writings  unintentionally,  and  while  others 
foiged  passages  on  purpose  to  deceive,  or  wrote  bodes  for 
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intereet,  people  could  not  always  be  aware  which  were  parts  of 
the  true  Gospels,  and  which  were  additions.  My  opponent 
talked  of  the  canon  of  Scriptures  being  establisha%|  But  this 
was  above  two  hundred  years  after  the  apostolic  age,  and  then 
the  genuine  and  the  spurious  were  difficult  of  distinction.  And 
the  councils,  which  fixed  the  canon,  or  decided  which  books 
were  Scripture  and  which  not,  were  not  infatllible.  Many  of 
those  who  composed  those  councils  were  both  ignorant  and 
wicked-  And  the  councils  differed  in  their  decisions.  Some 
councils  rejected  portions  which  others  received  ;  and  others 
received,  what  preceding  councils  had  rejected.  And  the 
same  council  would  adopt  books  at  one  time,  and  reject  them 
at  another.     Later  on,  things  grew — 

Dr.  Lees  : — My  attention  has  been  called  by  Mr.  Grant, 
to  one  of  the  rules  which  refers  to  the  inspiration  of  the 
books  of  Scripture.  That  inspiration  Mr.  Barker  has  not 
undertaken  at  present  to  deny — I  mean  the  inspiration  of  any 
of  the  books  of  the  acknowledged  version.  He  is  treating  oi 
certain  portions  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke  ;  and  I  pre- 
sume I  am  requested  to  state  whether  they  ai*e  not  portions 
of  the  real  Gospels.     Is  that  the  object  of  the  request  1 

Mr.  Grant  : — That  is  not  the  object  of  the  request. 
Mr.  Barker  is  not  confining  himself  to  those  passages.  Mr. 
Barker  is  violating  the  rule  which  says, — "  That  in  order  to 
prevent  the  discussion  from  being  perverted  from  its  legiti« 
mate  and  avowed  objects,  no  statement  shall  be  allowed  to 
be  made,  which  impugns  the  infallible  inspiration  of  the 
sacred  writings."  Now  if  the  book  be  so  full  of  faults,  it 
cannot  be  the  volume  of  divine  inspiration.  And  I  appeal 
to  you,  not  to  violate,  but  to  support  the  rule. 

Dr.  Lees  : — Mr.  Barker  is  not  impugning  the  infallible  in- 
spiration of  the  sacred  writings.  He  is  only  pointing  out 
what  he  does  not  believe  to  form  part  of  those  writings.  The 
doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception  being  asserted,  he  is 
required,  if  he  disbeUeve  it,  to  show  that  it  does  not  form 
part  of  the  real  Gospel.     [**  No,  no.*'] 

Mr.  Barker — It  I  am  not  to  be  allowed  to  call  in  question 
the  genuineness  of  these  two  chapters — if  I  am  not  allowed 
to  give  my  reasons  for  disbelieving  these  chapters,  why  did 
you  introduce  the  subject  of  the  miraculous  conception  for 
discussion  at  all  1  (Applause  and  hissing.)  I  have  only  to 
say,  that  if  it  was  the  intention  of  my  opponent,  and  of  his 
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committee,  by  the  rules  which  they  drew  up,  to  prevent  my 
calling  in^ question  the  genuineness  of  these  two  chapters, 
while  it  was  still  their  intention  to  force  on  the  discussion  of 
the  miraculous  conception,  they  have  acted  a  most  crafty  and 
vile — (Loud  applause  and  equally  loud  disapprobation, 
which  prevented  the  sentence  from  being  completed.) 

Mr.  Grawt  : — If  Mr.  Barker  has  no  objection — 

[Mr.  G.  was  interrupted  with  some  remark  privately  made 
by  Dr.  Lees,  and  the  two  Chairmen  debated  together  for  a 
while — the  want  of  an  Umpire  being  now  apparent.] 

Mr.  Barker  : — The  rule  says,  that  no  statement  is  to  be 
made  which  impugns  the  infallible  inspiration  of  the  sacred 
writings.  All  I  am  doing  is  to  endeavour  to  show  you 
which  is  part  of  the  inspired  volume,  and  which  is  not. 

Dr.  Lees  : — I  have  another  question  to  ask  of  Mr.  Cooke 
and  Mr.  Grant.  If  the  position  is  to  be  maintained  that 
every  portion  of  the  Scriptures,  and  of  course  the  portion  in 
dispute,  is  to  be  taken  as  the  word  of  God,  there  is  an  end 
of  the  matter.  (Hear,  hear.)  But  if  it  be  not  meant  to  ex- 
clude all  question  of  the  genuineness  of  particular  portions^ 
I  again  ask,  why  they  do  not  permit  the  discussion  to  go  on  ? 

Mr.  Cooke  : — I  am  called  upon  to  answer  Mr.  Barker's 
Chairman."  (Much  noise  and  confusion.)  I  want  nothing 
to  be  done,  but  our  abiding  by  the  regulations  which  we  have 
both  signed.  And  these  regulations  are  positive  in  this  re- 
spect, that  the  genuineness  of  no  text  which  is  not  excepted 
to  by  Griesbach  or  Schulz  in  the  New  Testament  is  to  be 
open  to  discussion.  And  if  these  two  chapters  are  not  excep- 
ted to  by  either  of  these  authorities,  there  is  an  end  of  the 
discussion.  The  rule  says. — "  That  the  Holy  Scriptures, 
including  all  the  books  of  the  authorized  version,  with  the 
Hebrew  text  of  Van  der  Hooght,  as  the  original  of  the  Old 
Testament ;  and  the  Textus  Receptus,  as  the  original  of  the 
New  Testament,  shall  be  the  only  authoritative  standard  of 
appeal."  We  must  have  some  standard  of  appeal ;  and  we 
have  here  stated  what  it  is  to  be, — "  with  the  following  qua- 
lifications, viz.  : — Should  either  disputant  quote  any  passage 
excepted  to  by  Kennicott  or  Boothroyd,  in  the  Old  Testament, 
or  Griesbach  or  Schulz  in  the  New  Testament,  such  passage 
shall  be  considered  fairly  open  to  discussion."  Now  I  have  not 
quoted  any  passage  in  the  chapters  referred  to,  which  is 
excepted  to  either  by  Griesbach  or  Schulz  ;  and  I  only  want 
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Mr.  Barker  likewise  to  abide  by  the  regulations  which  he  h; 
signed,  and  put  forth  to  the  public,  as  being  the  only  autho- 
ritative standard  of  appeal,  by  which  I  stand  or  fall  in  every 
part  of  this  discussion.  If  we  judge  of  other  parts  of  Scrip- 
ture by  that  standard,  we  must  judge  of  this  part  by  the 
same  standard.  Mr.  Barker  has  acknowledged  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  two  chapters,  by  signing  the  regulations. 

Ma  Barker. — If  my  opponent  understand  the  regulations 
in  that  sens©— (uproar) — if  he  understood  that  I  had,  by 
signing  the  regulations,  already  acknowledged  the  truth  and 
genuineness  of  the  story  of  Uie  miraculous  conception,  the 
business  was  settled  before  the  discussion  commenced  ;  and 
why  did  he  not  leave  this  doctrine  alone,  and  go  to  the 
Trinity  t  But,  no  ;  he  has  from  the  beginning  laboured  to 
avoid  the  discussion  of  every  subject  of  great  importance. 
(Loud  uproar.)  I  say  that  if  Mr.  Cooke  understood  the 
regulations  at  the  beginning,  in  the  sense  in  which  h«  has 
now  stated  he  understands  Qiem,— if,  when  he  forced  on  the 
discussion  of  the  miraculous  conception,  contrary  to  the  list 
of  doctrines  agreed  npon,  he  understood  that  I  was  shut  out, 
by  the  regulations,  from  stating  the  grounds  on  which  I  rejec- 
ted the  doctrine,  I  must  say,  that  he  has  been  acting  the  part 
of  nothing  but  a  downright  cheat  in  all  this  affair.  (Boister- 
ous hissing,  answered  by  applause  and  cheers.)  But  after 
all,  my  friends,  rather  than  the  discussion  should  be  brought 
to  a  premature  close,  I'll  allow  the  tnck  to  succeed  ;  and  as 
they  dare  not  allow  the  subject  to  be  discussed,  Til  pass  on 
to  other  subjects.  ( Loud  cheers,  and  shouts  of  disapproba- 
tion.) 

Mr.  Grant. — ^We  insist  on  it,  as  a  matter  of  right.  Mr. 
Barker  can  go  on  if  he  pleases  ;  because  I  am  perfectly  con- 
fident that  he  is  damaging  his  own  cause.     Let  him  go  on. 

A  Voice. — You  dare  not. 

Mr.  Grant. — Keep  yourselves  quiet,  and  let  us  proceed 
with  the  discussion. 

Dr.  Lees.-*-I  have  another  question  to  pul^  to  Mr.  Grant 
and  Mr.  Cooke.  What  subject  do  you  intend  to  discuss 
next  t 

Mr.  Grant. — ^q  will  discuss  the  subject  on  fair  grounds. 

Mr.  Barker. — I  wish  to  reply  to  the  two  speeches  of 
William  Cooke,  and  then — 

Mr,  Cooke  rose  amidst  applause,  followed  by  cries  of  "  Sit 
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down,  Cooke,"  and  these  succeeded  by  alternate  cheers  and 
hissing  from  each  party,  changing,  yet  blending  in  singular 
confusion. 

Mr.  Gbant. — Respect  yourselves,  T  again  beg  of  you.    If 
others  do  wrong,  do  you  right. 

Dr.  Lees. — ^Allow  Mr.  Cooke  to  proceed. 
Mr.  Cookb. — I  have  given  in  a  list  of  subjects  at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Barker.  (A  list  just  then  handed  to  'the 
chairman.)  I  have  flinched  from  no  subject.  I  want  to  have 
one  standard  of  appeal  for  the  whole.  And  if  we  are  to  have 
any  subject  discussed  by  the  regulations  made  here,  we  must 
have  the  subject  discussed  according  to  those  regulations. 
And,  (said  Mr.  C.  with  much  emphasis,)  understanding  it 
to  be  thus,  /  claim  the  victory.  [Loud  cheers,  hissing,  hoot- 
ing, and  great  excitement.  These  manifestations  of  feeling 
were  displayed  again  and  again  ;  and  the  entire  scene,  as 
looked  upon  and  listened  to  from  the  platform,  was  one  not 
often  witnessed.] 

Mr.  Bjlrkbr  rose,  and  was  received  with  cheering  by  his 
friends,  and  groans,  hissing,  and  a  cry  of  "  Get  away  to 
Leeds,"  by  the  opposing  portion  of  the  audience.  He  was 
at  length  heard  to  say, — I  wish  to  proceed  with  my  remarks, 
and  nothing  more. 

Mb.  Cooks. — I  shall  not  notice  any  thing  further  that  you 
say  regarding  the  miraculous  conception,  because  you  have 
acknowledged  that  you  are  beaten.  (Loud  laughter,  cheers, 
cries  of  "  Order,"  from  the  chairmen,  and  renewed  general 
excitement.) 

Mr.  Barker  called  the  meeting  to  order,  and  then  proceeded 
— My  friends — (much  confusion  still  prevailed)— My  friends, 
I  wish  to  say  that  I  will  allow  Mr.  Cooke  to  have  the  victory 
which  he  claims  ;  and  I  shall  be  content,  perfectly  content, 
if  you  ydll  bear  in  mind — (as  T  know  you  will,  as  long  as 
you  live) — how  he  has  got  it  /     (Applause  and  hissing.) 

Dr.  Lbes  here  requested  Mr,  Charles  Larkin,  (who  stood 
immediately  in  front  of  the  platform,  but  at  the  highest,  or 
back  part  of  the  room,)  to  come  forward  and  take  the  Um- 
pire's chair. 

Mr.  Barker. — I  hope  Mr.  Larkin  will  come  forward. — 
Though  he  differs  from  me  in  opinion  on  these  points,  I  have 
confidence  in  his  judgment  and  honesty,  and  T  shall  trust 
him  with  my  whole  heart  as  the  umpire  of  this  meeting.     I 
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requeBted  him  to  be  my  chairman,  because  he  differed  frona 
me  in  opinion,  in  order  that  there  might  be  no  appej;arance  of 
partiality  on  my  side.  If  this  point  be  decided,  and  if  the 
committees  will  endeavour  to  keep  order,  I  shall  proceed  with 
my  address  to  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Grant. — The  matter  is  quite  agreed  on,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  refer.     Mr.  Barker  may  proceed. 

Dr.  Less. — On  the  miraculous  conception  ? 

Mr.  Grant. — Yes. 

Mr.  Larkin,  in  compliance  with  repeated  solicitations, 
now  came  forward.  After  a  brief  consultation  with  the 
chairmen,  he  said, — Gentlemen,  I  have  great  pleasure  in 
announcing  that,  without  the  interposition  of  any  third  party, 
it  has  been  agreed  that  the  discussion  shall  go  forward,  and 
that  Mr.  Barker  shall  be  allowed  to  pursue  the  course  of 
argument  that  he  has  already  adopted. 

Mr.  Cookb. — No,  no. 

Mr.  Larkin,  (in  surprise,  and  in  an  under  tone,  to  the 
chairmen ,) — How  is  it,  then  t 

Dr.  Lee8. — Mr.  Grant  says  so. 

Mr.  Cooke  (also  in  a  voice  almost  confined  to  the  plat- 
form),— The  principle  is  evaded.  I  abide  by  the  principle 
— nothing  else.  T  will  not  compromise  the  public.  I  will 
not  compromise  the  regulations..  I  have  signed  them,  and  I 
will  abide  by  them.  I  will  discuss  on  this  principle,  and  in 
no  other  way, — One  rule  for  all. 

Mr.  Barker. — I  had  forty  minutes  to  speak  when  I  was 
interrupted.     I  hope  they  will  be  allowed  me. 

Mr.  Grant. — The  discussion  must  close  at  a  quarter  past 
ten,  according  to  the  rules. 

Mr.  Barker. — Whatever  the  rule  may  be,  an  exception 
should  be  made  in  a  case  like  this.  Am  I  first  to  be  inter- 
rupted, and  then  to  be  told  that  1  am  not  to  have  the  time 
allowed  me,  which  is  consumed  by  unreasonable  objections  ? 

Mr.  Grant. — It  is  the  fault  of  your  own  friends. 

Dr.  Lees  (after  a  brief  pause), — The  forty  minutes  will 
be  allowed. 

Mr,  Barker  then  went  on  : — I  was  about  to  continue 
my  remarks  on  the  story  of  the  miraculous  conception,  in 
accordance  witTi  the  decision  of  the  chairmen.  It  is  now, 
however,  insisted  on  by  my  opponent,  in  opposition  to  the 
chairmen  and  the  umpire,  that  I  shall  not,  after  all,  be  allow- 


I  ; 


193 

cd  to  proceed  with  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception. 
Of .  course  I  shall  dismiss  it ;  only  stating,  that  I  consider  it 
now  acknowledged,  by  the  course  adopted  by  my  opponent, 
that  he  considers  the  doctrine  held  by  him  will  not  bear 
examination.     (Hissing  and  cheers.) 

Mb.  Grant. — If  Mr.  Barker  gops  on  in  these  terms,  the 
interruption  may  be  continued  till  next  week. 

Mr.  Barker. — 1  now  leave  the  matter  entirely,  and  pro- 
ceed to  reply  to  Mr.  Cooke.  I  refer  once  more  to  the  slan- 
ders against  Marcion  ;  and  I  say,  that  no  one  acquainted 
with  the  arts  practised  by  the  opponents  of  freedom  and  of 
reform  in  all  ages,  will  be  at  any  loss  to  account  for  the  slan- 
ders that  have  been  uttered  respecting  Marcion,  Montanus, 
or  any  other  reputed  heretics  of  preceding  ages.  I  may, 
however,  observe,  that  I  have  never  myself  expressed  aa 
opinion  of  Marcion,  either  one  way  or  the  other,  I  have 
never  so  much  as  named  him  in  my  writings,  though  his 
name  occurs  in  a  tract  written  by  another  author  which  I 
reprinted.  All  the  pains  spent,  therefore,  upon  Marcion,  in 
repeating  the  slanders  of  his  enemies,  is  lost  labour,  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  opinions  of  Mar- 
cion were  all  correct,  or  that  his  conduct  was  altogether  blame- 
less ;  but,  while  I  should  be  sorry  to  be  answerable  for  his 
defects,  I  should  be  equally  as  sorry  to  detract  from  his 
merits. 

In  the  next  place,  my  opponent  says  that  the  Ebionites 
were  an  early  sect  who  departed  from  the  faith,  and  adhered 
to  the  law  of  Moses.  I  answer,  all  the  early  Jewish  Chris- 
tians were  zealous  of  the  law.  See  Acts,  chapter  21,  verse 
20,  "  And  when  they  heard  it,  they  glorified  the  Lord,  and 
said  unto  Paul,  Thou  seest,  brother,  how  many  thousands  or 
myri^s.  of  Jews  there  are  which  believe  ;  and  they  are  all 
zealous  of  the  law."  The  Ebionites  did  not  depart  from  the 
faith;  they  clung  to  the  Jewish  law,  but  they  were  still 
believers. 

It  is  said  that  the  Ebionites  were  opposed  to  St.  Paul,  and 
called  him  a  heretic.  If  this  was  true,  it  might  easily  be 
accounted  for  on  the  principle  that  they  had  been  informed 
that  Paul  taught  the  Jews  to  forsake  Moses,  and  said  that 
they  ought  not  to  circumcise  their  children,  &c.  See  Acts 
xxi.  21 .  This  was  said  of  Paul,  but  it  was  a  slander  against 
him.  Paul  did  not  require  them  to  give  up  the  law,  but  only 
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opposed  their  making  it  binding  on  others.  If  the  Jewish 
Christians  did  not  feel  comfortable  in  reference  to  Paul's  con- 
duct, it  is  accounted  for  by  their  being  imposed  upon  by  this 
slander  against  him.  This  is  an  explanation  which  throws 
light  on  the  whole  affair. 

It  is  also  said  that  they  rejected  the  two  first  chapters  of 
Matthew.  Perhaps  I  am  not  allowed  to  notice  this  opinion 
any  further.  All  I  say  therefore,  is,  that  they  did  Tiot  reject 
two  chapters  of  Matthew,  but  only  opposed  the  addition  of 
two  chapters  to  Matthew's  Gospel.  It  is  further  said,  that 
they  rejected  Paul's  epistles.  If  they  did  do  so,  it  may  be 
accounted  for  by  the  slanders  against  Paul,  already  noticed  ; 
but  I  question  the  fact. 

Next  come  some  observations  about  the  miraculous  con- 
ception  ;  but  I  suppose  I  must  not  notice  them.  Let  me 
just  ask,  however,  what  inducement  the  Jewish  Christians 
could  have  to  deny  the  miraculous  conception,  if  it  had  ever 
been  taught  them  ?  And  why  were  they  never  reproved  for 
rejecting  it,  if  the  apostles  thought  it  true  and  essential  to 
Christianity  ? 

I  was  asked,  if  people  are  Uy  reject  any  portion  of  the  Gos- 
pel at  my  request  ?  1  say.  No.  I  would  not  for  the  world 
have  people  to  reje«t  any  portion  of  the  Gospel.  But  I  have 
made  no  such  request — I  have  no  such  desire.  I  do,  how- 
ever, feel  at  liberty  to  assist  my  fellow-men  in  investigating 
the  genuineness  of  passages  of  Scripture,  and  the  truth  of 
doctrines.  I  say  to  all,  If  you  choose  to  consider  any  sub- 
ject, do  so,  and  regulate  your  sentiments  by  evidence. 

My  opponent  said,  in  reference  to  myself,  that  a  conviction 
of  twenty  years  standing,  sustained  by  reading  a  thousand 
volumes,  had  given  way  in  twenty  minutes.  I  would  ask, 
Why  talk  so  perversly  ?  I  have  never  given  occasion  for 
any  such  statements. 

He  says,  my  sentiments  sympathize  with  those  of  infidels. 
So  do  his,  and  all  men's,  in  some  particulars.  If  infidels 
happen  to  be  right  in  some  points,  are  we  to  go  wrong,  for 
fear  of  agreeing  with  them  ? 

Reference  was  made  to  Spinosa,  and  the  like,  making  sacri- 
fices for  infidelity.  I  am  not  acquainted  with  the  facts  of  the 
case,  and  therefore  I  can  neither  receive  nor  deny  the  state- 
ment of  my  opponent.  I  may  add,  that  there  may  have 
been  honest  unbelievers  for  aught  I  know,  where  Christianity 
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was  presented  to  men*s  minds  in  such  corrupt  and  irrational 
forms,  as  the  systems  of  orthodox  sectarian  theology. 

He  says,  many  men  have  thought  themselves  to  grow  wiser, 
when  they  did  not.     I  answer.  What  then  1 

He  says,  Montanus  was  not  like  Marcion.  I  answer,  No 
one  said  he  was. 

He  says,  when  John  Wesley  speaks  in  favour  of  Monta- 
nus, he  says  nothing  in  favour  of  Marcion.  Very  true.  But 
you  will  find  that  he  speaks  of  heretics  generally,  and  states 
his  belief  that  they  were  the  best  men,  and  the  reformers  of 
the  times  in  which  they  Hved ;  and  that  they  were  abused  and 
slandered  by  their  orthodox  opponents,  to  prevent  their  doing 
good. 

He  says,  Elwall  lived  at  the  same  time  with  Priestley.  Now 
Priestley  was  a  young  man  when  he  read  Elwall's  tract  My 
opponent  is  in  error,  therefore,  in  stating  that  down  to  the 
time  of  Priestley,  no  one  called  the  miraculous  conception  in 
question.  Elwall  lived  and  wrote  against  it  before  Priestley. 
Priestley,  then,  was  not  the  first  that  disbelieved  it,  from 
the  days  of  the  apostles. 

He  says,  I  compared  the  production  of  Richard  Wright 
with  John's  Gospel.  I  did  no  such  thing.  The  meaning 
of  what  I  said,  was,  that  if  we  were  to  estimate  the  worth  of 
a  book  by  its  length — if  we  were  to  go  by  the  rule  laid  down 
by  my  opponent,  then  John's  Gospel  would  be  worth  no 
more  than  Richard  Wright's  tract. 

No  man  is  a  Christian  who  rejects  the  doctrine  of  the 
miraculous  conception,  it  was  said  :  but  no  proof  was  given. 

A  great  many  personal  matters  were  introduced  by  my 
opponent.     These  I  pass  by. 

I  now  come  to  what  my  opponent  said  in  reply  to  my 
remarks  on  the  Atonement.  He  says  I  denied  God's  justice. 
I  did  no  such  thing.  I  only  stated  that  there  was  no  such 
justice  ascribed  to  God,  in  Scripture,  as  would  not  allow  him 
to  forgive  a  repenting,  returning  sinner,  without  orthodox 
satisfaction. 

It  was  said  that  righteousness  did  not  mean  mercy — ^bene- 
ficence. It  so  happens,  however,  that  this  is  one  of  the  com- 
monest meanings  given  to  it  in  tiie  sacred  writings,  both  of 
the  Old  and  New. Testament ;  and  it  is  also  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal meanings  given  to  it  by  every  lexicon,  Greek  or  Hebrew, 
that  I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  consulting.     And  that  the 
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word  righteousness  in  the  New  Testament,  does   mean  a 
benevolent  or  merciful  disposition,  or  kind  deeds,  such  as 
naturally  flow  from  a  merciful  disposition,  may  be  proved 
most  fully.     See  Matthew,  6th  chapter,  and  1st  verse  :— - 
"  Take  heed  that  ye  do  not  your  alms  before  men,  to  be  seen 
of  them."     What  do  "alms'*  mean  ?  Deeds  of  mercy.     And 
yet  the  word  in  the  original  is  Dikaiosunen,  the  word  else- 
where translated  "  righteousness  ;"  and  the  word  righteous- 
ness is  put  in  the  margin  as  the  literal  rendering.     In  Acts^ 
10th  chapter,  verse  34th,  Peter  says,  **  Of  a  truth  I  perceive 
that  God  is  no  respecter  of  persons  :  but  in  every  nation  he 
that  feareth  him,  and  worketh  righteousness,  is  accepted  with 
him."     He  says  this  in  reference  to  Cornelius.     And  how  is 
,the  righteousness  of  Cornelius  described  ?     "A  devout  man, 
and  one  that  feared  God  with  all  his  house,  and  which  gave 
much  alms  to   the  people."     This  "  rmich  alms^'  was  his 
righteousness.     I  will  give  you  a  passage  or  two  out  of  the 
Psalms,  and  see  if  the  word  righteousness  means  orthodox 
justice,  that  cannot  be  satisfied  without  blood.     "  Kemember 
me  in  thy  righteousness."     Did  David  mean,  remember  me 
in  thy  strict  unbending  justice  ?     "  Deliver  me  in  thy  righte- 
ousness."    Did  David  mean,  Deliver  me  in  thy  strict  justice  ? 
"  And  I  will  sing  aloud  of  thy  righteousness  :"  that  is,  I  will 
sing  aloud  of  thy  mercy,  goodness,  and  beneficence.     "  The 
mercy  of  the  Lord  is  from  everlasting  to  everlasting,  upon 
them  that  fear  him,  and  his  righteousness  unto  children s' 
children."     Is  it  stem,  inflexible  justice,  or  is  it  mercy  that 
God  keeps  for  his  people,  and  for  thousands  of  generations 
of  them  that  love  him  ]     I  have  examined  Robinson's  Greek 
Lexicon,  and  find  that  he  defines  dikaios  "  righteous  ;"  being 
as  one  skovld  be,  including  the  idea  of  mild,  clement,  kind. 
Dihaiosune,  he  says,  means,  ^'righteousness;''^  including  hind'- 
ness,  benignity/,  charity  ;  also  alms — that  is,  deeds  of  mercy. 
Lightfoot,  on  Matthew,  6th  chapter,  1st  verse,  says,  the  word 
righteousness,  without  doubt,  means  alms — that  alms  was 
the  common  meaning  of  the  word  in  the  days  of  Christ 
among  the  common  people  :  and  that  when  Christ  said,  **Do 
not  your  righteousness  before  men,"  it  could  be  understood 
in  no  other  sense  by  the  Jews  than  that  of  alms.     Adam 
Clarke's  statement  is  exactly  the  same.     Adam  Clarke  gives 
the  word  righteousness  the  same  meaning  in  various  other 
places. 
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The  passage  in  Romans,  3rd  chapter  and  25th  verse,  was 
quoted  and  dwelt  upon  by  my  opponent,  a?  a  passage  teach- 
ing the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  to  justice.  I  have  examined 
Adam  Clarke  on  this  passage ;  and  his  translation  is,  ^'  to 
declare  his  mercy."  The  phrase,  '*  Whom  God  hath  sent 
forth  to  be  a  propitiation,"  Adam  Clarke  renders,  "Whom 
God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  mercy-seat'^  True,  my  opponent 
says  that  this  is  only  the  secondary  meaning  of  the  word.  I 
find,  however,  on  referring  to  Robinson,  an  orthodox  Lexico- 
grapher, that  mercy-seat  is  not  a  secondary  meaning  of  the 
word,  but  the  primary,  or  first  meaning.  Adam  Clarke 
translates  "  righteousness,"  mercy  ;  and  in  this  passage  John 
Wesley  did  the  same.  In  .the  26th  verse,  "  To  declare,  I 
say,  at  this  time,  his  righteousness,"  is  translated,  by  Adam 
Clarke,  thus,  "  to  declare  his  infinite  mercy, *^  And  the* 
words  rendered,  "  that  he  might  be  just,"  and  "  the  justifier," 
are  but  two  other  forms  of  the  same  word.  The  originals  are, 
DQcoias,  Dikaiosune,  Dikaiounta^  all  of  them  but  different 
forms  of  the  same  word  ;  and  all  of  them  expressing  the 
same  general  idea.  And  the  whole  passage,  translated 
according  to  the  meaning  given  to  the  words  by  these  autho- 
rities, and  according,  in  fact,  to  the  general  use  of  the  word 
in  the  Scriptures,  is, — Whom  God  hath  set  forth  as  a  mercy- 
seat,  through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  mercy  for  the 
forgiveness  of  sins  committed  in  times  past,  during  the  for- 
bearance of  God  ;  to  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time,  his  mercy, 
that  he  might  be  merciful,  and  the  bestower  of  mercy, 
even  on  the  ungodly,  or  the  Gentile,  that  believeth  in  Christ. 
The  whole  passage,  therefore,  is  in  favour  of  the  sentiments 
which  I  have  laid  down  on  the  subject  of  the  atonement,  and 
in  direct  contradiction  to  the  satisfaction  theory  advocated  by 
my  opponent. 

It  was  said  the  priest  had  to  approach  the  mercy-seat 
with  blood,  or  God  was  angry,  and  that  the  mercy-seat  itself 
was  a  seat  of  wrath,  if  not  thus  approached.  Now,  without 
further  explanation,  what  a  view  does  this  statement  give  of 
our  Heavenly  Father,  the  great  Giver  of  life,. and  the  Friend 
of  all  mankind  !  That  he  cannot  be  approached  even  on  the 
mercy  seat  without  blood !  That  he  is  angry  if  not  appeased 
by  being  approached  with  blood  !  Leave  the  matter  there, 
and  we  have  one  of  the  most  awful,  and  incorrect,  and  unna- 
tural representations  of  God's  character  that  can  be  imagined. 
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But  explain  the  blood  properlj,  and  then  the  matter  will  be 
seen  to  be  in  accordance  with  his  character  as  a  God  of  love. 
What  blood  was  it  that  was  sprinkled  ?  and  what  was  its 
meaning  or  design  ?  The  blood  that  was  sprinkled,  was  the 
blood  of  the  sin-offering.  This  sacrifice  was  called  sin  in  the 
original ;  not  sin-offering,  but  sin,  because  it  represented  sin. 
The  daying  of  this  offering  called  «tn,  represented  the  death 
of  sin  ;  and  sprinkling  the  blood  before  the  mercy-seat,  was 
a  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  people,  that  they  had  put  their 
sins  to  death,  and  that  they  were  resolved  to  live  to  God  ; 
and  when  this  was  done,  the  priest  was  at  liberty  to  draw 
nigh.  So  with  us.  We  must,  figuratively  speaking,  draw 
near  to  God  with  the  blood  of  Christ  sprinkled  on  us  ;  that 
is,  we  must  be  free  from  sin.  Christ's  blood  was  shed  on 
purpose  to  cleanse  us  from  sin  ;  and  when  we  are  thus 
cleansed,  we  may  draw  near  to  God  with  confidence.  This 
is  beautiful,  worthy  of  God,  and  consistent  with  all  that  is 
said  in  Scripture  about  religion,  justice,  mercy,  and  humility 
being  all  that  God  requires.  Regarded  in  this  light,  the 
system  is  simple,  and  God  is  exhibited  as  kind,  as  every 
way  good,  merciful,  and  gracious  ;  and  promising  men  every 
blessing,  not  on  the  ground  of  satisfaction  to  his  justice,  but 
as  the  reward  of  their  obedience. 

But  my  opponent  says,  this  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the  Atone- 
ment. Why  does  he  not  tell  us  what  he  means  by  Atone- 
ment ?  and  then  we  can  judge  whether  the  passages  which  he 
quotes,  prove  it,  or  not. 

He  says,  we  read  that  "  God  so  loved  the  wprld,  tliat  he 
gave  his  only  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him, 
should  not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  Hfe."  "  Herein  is 
love,  not  thiat  we  loved  God,  but  that  God  loved  us,  and  sent 
his  Son  to  be  a  propitiation  for  our  sins."  And  he  says,  the 
atonement  is  taught  in  these  passages.  I  answer.  The  only 
atonement  taught  in  those  Scriptures  is,  not  that  Jesus  was 
given  as  a  sacrifice  to  satisfy  God's  justice,  but  to  turn  away 
his  wrath  by  redeeming  us  from  sin,  which  provokes  his 
wrath  ;  for  then,  only,  does  it  turn  away  God's  wrath  from 
men,  when  it  turtlla  away  men  from  sin. 

He  says  that  in  Revelations,  Christ  is  described  as  '*  He 
that  loved  us,  and  washed  us  from  our  sins  in  his  own 
blood."  But  even  here,  he  is  not  said  to  die  to  satisfy  divinfe 
justice  ;  but  to  wash  us  from  our  sins,  that  we  might  be 
fit  subjects  for  God's  approbation. 
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It  was  said,  that  without  Christ's  propitiatory  sacrifice, 
God  would  not  forgive  the  sinner.  Suppose  I  acknowledge 
this,  still  the  meaning  would  be,  that  he  could  not  redeem  us 
from  iniquity  without  it.  God  could  not  be  just  if  he  justi- 
fied people  on  any  other  account  but  the  redemption  which 
is  by  Christ  Jesus  ;  or,  in  other  words,  if  he  justified  them 
on  any  other  account  but  their  being  redeemed  or  freed  from 
all  iniquity. 

He  said,  for  fallen  man  there  was  pardon,  because  of  the 
atonement  that  Christ's  satisfaction  had  made  ;  but  for  fallen 
angels  there  was  no  atonement  made  for  them.  According 
to  this  principle,  Gfod  is  partial.  He  is  kinder  to  men  than 
to  angels.  But  where  is  the  proof  of  this  ?  1  know  that 
this  is  part  of  the  common  theory :  but,  as  you  have  heard 
my  opponent  say,  some  men  are  wise  above  what  is  written. 
Where  is  it  written  that  God  is  kinder  to  men  than  to  angels  1 
Where  is  it  written  that  he  never  tried  to  bring  the  angels 
back  to  obedience  ?  Where  is  it  written  that  though  they 
only  sinned  once,  they  were  passed  by  and  left  for  ever  with- 
out any  hope  of  pardon  ?  There  is  nothing  about  any  such 
thing  in  the  Scriptures.  Something  of  the  kind  may  be  found 
in  Milton's  Paradise  Lost ;  and  many  people  mistsdce  the  fic- 
tions of  the  poet  for  the  revelations  of  Scripture. 

It  was  said  that  propitiation  means  to  appease ;  to  procure 
acceptance.  True  ;  but  is  God's  wrath  appeased  towards 
any  but  those  who  are  redeemed  from  sin  ? 

I  now  come  to  this  evening's  speech.  My  opponent  said, 
you  had  heard  no  valid  argument  from  me.  Was  that  the 
reason  why  he  did  not  reply  to^such  as  I  had  advanced  1  It 
is  best  when  a  man  thinks  an  opponent  has  not  employed 
good  arguments,  to  prove  that  they  are  not  good.  It  is  best 
not  to  pass  them  over  unnoticed,  but  to  answer  them  ;  be- 
cause if  he  pass  them  over  unnoticed,  people  are  apt  to 
think^  that  he  does  so,  not  because,  as  he  says,  they  are  not 
good  arguments,  but  because  he  feels  they  are  so  good,  that 
they  cannot  be  refuted.     (Hissing.) 

He  said,  I  gave  several  reasons  for  rejecting  portions  of 
God's  woid.  Never,  I  only  stated  facts  proving  that  cer- 
tain things  reg<^ded  at  such,  were  no  part  of  God's  word. 

He  says,  I  believe  against  evidence.  I  answer,  I  have  my 
own  opinion  on  that  subject.  What  interest  could  I  have 
in  going  in  opposition  to  evidence  1     It  would  be  needless 
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forme  to  state  that  I  consider  all  the  evidence  to  be  on  my  side, 
and  that  there  is  no  evidence^  in  my  judgment,  on  the  other 
side.  What  other  people  consider  is  another  matter.  I 
don't  enquire  into  it.  I  only  say,  consider  what  proof  is 
brought  forward  on  both  sides  ;  weigh  it  well ;  and  judge 
with  the  evidence  before  your  minds. 

He  says,  I  can  believe  with  the  enemies  of  God.  So  can 
he.  He  quotes  the  Gentiles,  who  were  considered  enemies 
of  God,  in  favour  of  his  doctrine  of  the  trinity.  He  also 
quotes  the  old  Jews,  who  are  described  in  Scripture  as  ckild> 
ren  of  the  devil ;  hypocrites  ;  serpents ;  a  generation  of  vipers ; 
men  who  compassed  sea  and  land  to  make  one  proselyte, 
and  when  they  had  made  him, — made  him  two-fold  more  the 
child  of  hell  than  themselves ;  men  who  are  described  by 
Christ  as  whited  sepulchres,  which  appeared  beautiful  out- 
ward,  but  within  w^re  filled  with  rottenness  and  dead  men's 
bones ;  men  who  devoured  widows'  houses,  and  for  a  pretence 
made  long  prayers.  '  These  are  the  very  Scribes  and  Pharisees 
whom  my  opponent  brings  forward  to.  support  the  trinity; 
and  then  he  charges  me  with  believing  with  the  enemies  of 
God! 

Dr.  Lees  (speaking,  apparently,  in  reference  to  some  com- 
munication from  Mr.  Cooke's  Chairman)  : — They  granted  the 
40  minutes,  and  now  withdraw  it.     (Some  confusion.) 

Mr.  Barker: — Do  not  fall  into  fresh  disturbance.  Allow 
me  my  time.  My  opponent  says,  I  acknowledged  that  man 
is  bound  to  believe  what  God  reveals  to  him  in  any  way. — 
True;  but  a  man  must  judge  what  God  has  revealed,  and 
not  let  another  assume  authority  over  his  judgment  or  consci- 
ence, and  judge  for  him.  I  am  not  bound  to  believe  every 
thing  that  he  calls  God's  revelations.  Besides,  I  do  not 
consider  any  thing  is  revealed  to  an  individual,  until  it  is 
revealed — made  plain — ^to  his  own  mind  ;  until  he  sees  that 
it  ii  God's  word — until  it  is  made  clear  to  him.  A  man  is 
not  to  be  charged  with  wilful  rejection  of  God's  word,  until 
he  rejects  something  which  he  is  obliged  to  acknowledge  in 
his  own  mind  to  be  God's  word. 

He  talked  a  great  deal  about  the  standard  of  appeal,  &c. 
Does  it  not  seem  that  he  wishes  to  get  out  of  the  discussion 
of  the  miraculous  conception  by  a  quibble — ^a  shuffle.  I 
appealed  to  no  authorities  on  this  question,  but  the  authori- 
ties mentioned  in  the  regulations.     But  there  is   intemai 
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evidence  ot  manuscripts,  versions,  and  such  like,  by  •  which 
•we  may  judge  of  the  genuineness  of  readings.  In  referring  to 
manuscripts,  we  have  to  consider  what  ovglU  to  be  in,  as 
well  as  what  is  in,  &c.  Some  passages  that  are  in  manu- 
scripts and  versions  may  still  be  proved  spurious,  by  the  fact 
that  they  u*e  written  with  different  ink,  and  in  a  different 
handwriting  from  the  rest  of  the  manuscript;  and  others  may 
be  proved  spurious  by  their  flat  contradiction  to  what  goes 
before  and  after,  &c.  And  this  is  the  case  with  the  passages 
about  the  miraculous  conception. 

He  says,  I  found  a  number  of  difficulties  in  the  passages 
which  he  quoted.  I  answer,  not  one.  Every  thing  was 
plain  to  me,  on  my  principle. 

He  says,  some  things  in  those  chapters  are  hard  to  be 
understood. — Not  at  aJl.  The  matters  are  perfectly  plain, 
only  they  are  at  variance  with  the  Gosp^s,  and  therefore  not 
true. 

He  says,  I  do  not  believe  God's  word.  Well,  now,  God's 
word  says  Jesus  is  the  Son  of  man'  and  the  son  of  Joseph. 
Does  he  believe  it  ? 

He  quoted  from  the  Greek  text  to  show  you  that  Jesus 
was  not  said  to  be  the  son  of  Joseph  in  the  genealogies,  and 
turned  it  round  to  make  it  read  "of  whom  was  begotten 
Jesus. "  The  question  is,  he  says,  by  whom  was  he  begot- 
ten ?  And  then  he  tells  us  the  genealogy  does  not  say. — 
I'he  whole  is  a  mere  quibble.  Why  is  Joseph's  genealogy 
given,  if  not  to  show  that  he  was  the  father  of  Jesus  ? 

He  says,  I  contended  that  the  miraculous  conception  was 
disproved  by  the  genealogy.  No ;  but  by  the  contradiction 
between  the  genealogy  and  the  story  of  the  miraculous  con- 
ception. I  repeat,  the  genealogy  was  not  Christ's,  unless 
Joseph  was  his  father.  But  as  my  opponent  has  brought 
the  discussion  of  this  question  to  a  close,  I  suppose  I  must 
pass  by  without  further  notice  what  other  remarks  he  made 
on  the  miraculous  conception. 

He  introduced  some  remarks  on  the  questi(Ai  of  foreknow- 
ledge. Why  did  he  do  that,  when  the  subject  was  not  under 
discussion  1  If  he  wishes  to  discuss  my  views  on  that  subject, 
why  not  ask  me  to  meet  him  ?  I  shall  state  them  if  I  have 
time,  and  ask  him  to  meet  me  ;  and  we  shall  see  if  he  be  so 
foi^TTsrd  to  introduce  them  then. 

He  says,  the  prophecies  have  two  or  three  meanings.     As 
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I  have  said,  that  is  a  mere  fiction  of  man's  invention ;  and 
it  would  prove  too  much  for  orthodoxy.  It  would  prove 
that  there  was  a  miraculous  conception^  and  an  Emmanuel, 
in  Isaiah*8  time ;  that  Christ  was  no  more  than  was  his  pre- 
decessor. 

He  says,  I  maintain  that  Christ  was  not  born  in  fulfilment 
of  any  prophecy.  I  never  either  maintained  or  stated  any 
such  view.  (Laughter.)  T  am  sorry  people  will  not  allow 
their  own  judgments  to  guide  them,  and  that  they  allow 
themselves  to  be  led  by  the  remarks  of  my  opponent.  I  said 
I  did  not  believe  the  prophecies  referred  to  Jesus  as  an  indi^ 
vidual;  but  to  such  a  person  as  should  be  chosen  for  the 
Christ,  and  that  they  were  fulBlled  in  Jesus  oa  the  Christ, 
I  expressly  stated  this. 

My  opponent  made  frequent  reference  to  the  article  in  the 
19th  Christian.  Why  did  he  choose  to  dwell  on  that  article, 
seeing  it  was  not  a  subject  for  discussion  1  I  shall  state  my 
views  on  that  article  at  lenfi;th,  if  time  permit,  and  see  what 
reply  Wm.  Cooke  will  make. 

I  don't  see  there  is  any  other  subject  which  he  noticed, 
except  the  miraculous  conception,  and  his  remarks  on  that 
subject  I  am  not  to  be  allowed  to  answer,  it  seems. 
(Laughter.) 

Mr.  Grant:—!  wonder  you  don't  respect  yourselves 
more. 

Mr.  Barker: — The  question  was  asked,  Does  not  God 
know  best  what  is  calculated  to  convert  infidels  ?  Yes ;  but 
that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question. 

My  opponent  says  the  Gospel  has  triumphed  in  the  South 
Sea  Islands,  &c.  I  answer,  that  all  my  reading  about  mis- 
sions convinces  me  that  orthodoxy,  or  such  doctrines  as  the 
trinity,  natural  depravity,  eternal  torments,  satisfaction  to 
justice,  and  the  like,  are  among  the  greatest  obstacles  to  the 
spread  of  Christianity  among  the  nations  generally.  Just 
read  Rammohun  Roy's  works,  and  examine  his  account  of 
the  conduct  of  orthodox  missionaries  in  India,  in  dealing 
with  the  simple  Gospel  of  Christ,  and  with  those  who  sought 
to  propagate  it,  and  you  will  find  that  whatever  success  they 
may  have  had  in  converting  the  heathen,  there  is  every  rea- 
son to  believe  it  would  have  been  incalculably  greater  if, 
instead  of  preaching  their  own  incredible,  unintelligible 
notions,  they  had  preached  the  simple,  unadulterated  doctrine 
of  Jesus  Christ. 
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I  sball  malie  a  few  further  remarks  on  the  Atonement. 
It  is  said  that  God's  justice  cannot  forgive  without  satisfac- 
tion. I  answer,  the  Scriptures  no  where  say  so.  We  are 
told  that  God  said  to  Adam,  "  The  day  that  thou  eatest  there- 
of thou  ^alt  surely  die  ;"  and  that  if  God  had  forgiven  the 
transgressor  without  satisfaction,  he  would  have  violated  his 
truth.  I  answer,  God  would  have  violated  his  truth  quite 
as  much,  if  he  had  forgiven  the  transgressor  with  a  satisfaction. 
For  God  said,  "The  day  thou  eatest  thereof,  thou  shalt 
surely  die."  He  did  not  say  somebody  else  should  die  to 
make  satisfaction.  And  if  on  account  of  repentance^  we 
exclude  forgiveness,  we  must  exclude  forgiveness  on  account 
of  satisfaction  also.  But  a  regard  to  God's  veracity  does  not 
require  us  to  believe  that  he  could  not  forgive  the  transgressor 
on  his  repentance.  God's  promises  and  threatenings  are  all 
conditional.  Even  when  conditions  are  not  expressed,  they 
are  implied.  This  is  explained  most  clearly  in  Ezek.  18. 
There  Gt)d  tells  us  that  God's  plan  of  speaking  is  as  follows : 
— When  I  say  to  the  wicked  man,  O  wicked  man,  thou 
shalt  surely  die ;  if  he  turn  from  his  evil  ways,  he  shall  not 
die,  but  live.  And  when  I  say  to  the  righteous  man,  O 
righteous  man,  thou  shalt  surely  live ;  yet  if  he  turn  from  his 
righteousness,  and  commit  iniquity,  shall  he  then  live?  No; 
he  shall  surely  die.  Would  it,  then,  have  been  a  breach  of 
his  word,  if  God  had  forgiven  Adam,  on  account^  of  his 
repentance  ?  We  say,  nay,  according  to  God's  own  account 
of  his  own  plan  of  proceeding  in  such  matters.  According 
to  God's  explanation  of  the  matter,  his  plan  is  this ;  when  he 
promises  blessings  to  the  righteous,  his  meaning  is,  that  he 
will  bless  them  if  they  cmitinue  obedient ;  and  when  he 
threatens  punishment  to  the  wicked,  his  meaning  is,  that  he 
will  punish  them  if  they  continue  wicked. 

This  is  God's  plan  of  speaking  in  reference  to  nations,  as 
well  as  individuals.  See  Jeremiah,  chap.  18,  beginning  at 
the  2nd  verse: — "Arise,  and  go  down  to  the  potter's  house, 
and  there  I  will  cause  thee  to  hear  my  words.  Then  I  went 
down  to  the  potter's  house,  and,  behold,  he  wrought  a  work 
on  the  wheels.  And  the  vessel  that  he  made  of  clay  was 
marred  in  the  hands  of  the  potter :  so  he  made  it  again  ano- 
ther vessel,  as  seemed  good  to  the  potter  to  make  it.  Then 
the  word  of  the  Lord  came  to  me,  saying,  O  house  of  Israel, 
cannot  I  do  with  you  as  this  potter  ?  saith  the  Lord.     Be- 
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hold,  as  the  clay  is  in  the  potter's  hand,  so  are  ye  in  mine 
hand,  0  house  of  Israel.  At  what  instant  I  shall  speak 
eonceming  a  nation,  and  concerning  a  kingdom,  to  pluck  up, 
and  to  pull  down,  and  to  destroy  it;  if  that  nation,  against 
whom  I  have  pronounced,  turn  from  their  evil,  I  will  repent 
of  the  evil  that  I  thought  to  do  unto  them.  And  at  what 
instant  I  shall  speak  concerning  a  nation,  and  concerning  a 
kingdom,  to  build  and  to  plant  it ;  if  it  do  evil  in  my  sight, 
that  it  obey  not  my  voice,  then  I  will  repent  of  the  good, 
wherewith  J  said  I  would  benefit  them."  Thus  giving  you 
a  principle  by  which  you  may  understand  all  predictions 
of  blessing  and  of  cursing — ^namely,  that  all  are  condi- 
tional; that  if  God  forgives  a  sinner  when  he  repents, 
he  does  not  break  his  word  ;  and  that  if  he  punishes  a  righte- 
ous man  when  he  turns  to  an  opposite  course,  he  does  not 
break  his  promise  there. 

Again,  it  is  said,  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  is  necessary  to 
discountenance  sin.  I  answer,  Sin  is  best  discountenanced 
when  it  is  cured  ;  and  that  is  God*s  plan  of  discountenancing 
sin.  He  discountenances  sin  most  effectually,  by  seeking  to 
cure  men  of  sin  by  Jesus  Christ. 

There  is  a  passage  of^en  quoted,  which  speaks  of  God,  for 
Christ's  sake,  forgiving  men.  This  passage  is  mistranslated. 
The  preposition  in  the  original  is  "  «i,"  and  the  meaning  is, 
that  God  forgives  men  "  6y"  Christ,  or  "  ihrough^^  Christ, 
and  not  for  the  sake  of  Christ. 

Again  ;  Christ  is  said  to  be  our  advocate  with  God.  But 
it  ought  to  be  understood,  that  in  other  parts  of  Scripture  the 
word  here  rendered  "  advocaie^^  is  translated  "  c&mforterJ*^ 
And  this  is  its  proper  meaning.  This  is  its  meaning  when 
applied  to  Christ.  It  teaches  us,  not  that  Christ's  work  is  to 
plead  our  cause  with  Gt)d,  but  to  comfort,  to  strengthen,  to 
encourage  us,  when  we  renounce  all  sin,  to  expect  foi^giveness 
and  God's  mercy.  His  work  is  to  encourage  or  strengthen 
our  minds,  and  give  us  confidence  to  approach  God  by 
declaring  and  proving  to  us  that  God  is  love. 

Christ,  it  is  said,  maketh  intercession  for  us.  I  answer  ; 
in  Rom.  8th  chapter,  26th  verse,  the  spirit  also  is  said  to 
make  intercession  for  us  -;  but  if  you  read  the  passage  through 
you  will  find  that  the  meaning  i«,  not  that  it  prays  to  God 
our  Father  for  us,  but,  as  the  passage  says,  "  Likewise  the 
spirit  also  helpeth  our  infirmities ;"  or  weaknesses  ;  that  is, 
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strengthens  us.  In  the  same  way  Christ  makes  intercession 
for  us ;  he  helps,  and  comforts,  and  strengthens  us.  He 
does  not  pray  to  the  Father  for  us  ;  he  had  no  need  ;  for, 
as  he  says  himself,  "  the  Father  himself  loveth  us,"  and 
therefore  needs  no  such  entreaty. 

Christ  also  is  called  the  mediator.  And  he  is  the  medi- 
ator. Moses  was  the  mediator  of  the  old  covenant,  the 
medium  or  means  through  which  God  has  made  known  his 
will  to  the  Jews.  So  Christ  is  the  mediator  ot  the  New  dis- 
pensation, the  medium  or  means  through  which  God  chose 
to  convey  the  knowledge  of  his  will,  and  the  blessings  of  sal- 
vation to  mankind. 

Several  other  passages  confirm  this  view,  namely,  that  the 
object  of  Christ's  death  was  to  make  men  happy  by  making 
them  good,  by  making  them  wise.  See  Acts,  iii.  26, — **  Un- 
to you  first  God,  having  raised  up  his  son  Jesus,  sent  him  ti> 
bless  you,  by  tuniing  away  every  one  of  you  from  his  iniqui- 
ties." "  Husbands,  love  your  wives,  even  as  Christ  also 
loved  the  church,  and  gave  himself  for  it ;  that  he  might 
sanctify  and  cleanse  it  with  the  washing  of  water  by  the 
word,  that  he  might  present  it  to  himself  a  glorious  church, 
not  having  spot,  or  wrinkle,  or  any  such  thing ;  but  that  it 
should  be  holy  and  without  blemish." — Eph.  v.  25 — 27. 
See  also  1  John  iii.  6, — "  For  this  purpose  the  Son  of  God 
was  manifested,  that  he  might  destroy  the  works  of  the  devil ;" 
that  is,  destroy  sin,  and  make  people  abound  in  love  to  God, 
and  lov^  to  one  another. 

It  may  be  asked,  Did  not  Christ  come  to  save  men  ?  he 
did.  Without  doubt  he  came  to  save  sinners  :  but  they  can 
•never  be  saved  until  they  are  made  saints.  Saving  sinners 
by  making  them  cease  from  sin — by  bringing  them  to  God, 
by  making  them  truly  good,  is  saving  them  indeed. 

Christ  is  also  called  a  physician  ;  he  is  set  forth  as  coming 
to  heal  men's  souls ;  to  cure  men  of  their  spiritual  diseases, 
or  of  their  sinful  dispositions  and  ways,  and  so  to  bring  them 
to  comfort,  and  peace,  and  joy. 

Again  ;  he  speaks  of  himself  as  coming  to  seek  and  to  save 
that  which  was  lost.  Men  are  compared  to  sheep  that  have 
wandered  from  their  shepherd  and  their  pasture,  and  lost 
themselves,  and  Christ  is  represented  as  going  to  seek  and  to 
save  them  ;  as  going  to  bring  back  the  lost  sheep. 

My  time  is  near  expired.    I  leave  these  remarks  with  y«u. 
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I  have  confidence  in  the  truth,  and  I  have  confidence  in  your 
understandings.  I  am  persuaded  that  truth  will  make  its 
way  ;  that  it  will  sweep  away  all  clouds  of  dust  that  are 
thrown  around  it,  to  hide  it  from  your  eyes,  and  will  reveal 
itself  to  your  souls  in  all  its  purity  and  glory.  I  feel  persua- 
-ded  that  you  will  remember  the  sentiments  which  have  been 
Md  before  you,  and  the  arguments  by  which  they  have  been 
supported,  and  this  is  all  I  desire.  I  am  fully  persuaded, 
that  if  you  take  this  simple  course,  you  will  throw  down  old 
false  orthodoxy  for  ever,  and  establish  truth  and  righteousness 
and  joy  in  its  place  through  all  the  earth. 


FIFTH    NIGHT. 

TUESDAY,  AUGUST  26,  1846. 

Mr.  Cooke  arrived  first  this  evening,  and  was  received  with 
repeated  rounds  of  applause  by  his  friends.  Mr.  Barker  was 
also  applauded,  but  by  no  means  so  vehemently. 

Dr.  Lees  not  having  returned  with  Mr.  Barker  from  Leeds, 
Mr.  Gilmore  took  the  chair  on  behalf  of  that  gentleman. 

A  difficulty  occurred  in  the  choice  of  an  Umpire.  Some 
individuals  named  by  Mr.  Barker's  friends  were  objected  to  by- 
Mr.  Grant ;  who  was  reminded  that  Mr.  Pringle  was  not  ob- 
jected to  by  the  other  side. 

Mb.  Gilmore. — I  should  like  both  sides  to  be  satisfied  in  the 
choice  of  Umpire ;  and  if  Mr.  Cooke's  friends  object  to  any 
individual,  thinking  him  not  likely  to  be  impartial,  I  consider 
they  are  perfectly  justified  in  so  doing.  It  is  no  argument  that 
because  Mr.  Barker  allowed  Mr.  Pringle, — ^who  is  presumed  to 
be  on  the  other  side, — ^to  sit  as  Umpire,  the  other  party  should 
follow  his  example.  I  trust  that  an  individual  will  be  selected 
who,  if  possible,  will  be  impartial.     (Applause.) 

Mb.  Grant. — I  wish  any  gentleman  would  take  the  chair 
that  is  impartial.  But  I  don't  think  that  friend  there  (allud- 
ing to  a  gentleman  who  had  expressed  his  readiness  to  take  the 
chair)  can  plead  impartiality. 

Further  attempts  were  made  to  nominate  an  individual  who 
it  was  considered  would  be  impartial,  but  unsuccessfully. 
-  Mr.  Grant. — ^It  may  perhaps  be  set  down  to  my  craft,  by 
Mr.  Barker's  friends,  tnat  no  Umpire  is  present ;  but  they  are 
as  much  bound  to  get  an  Umpire  as  I  am.  I  have  done  ten 
times  more  to  procure  Umpires  than  they  have  done.     (His- 
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sing  and  applause.)  I  waited  on  Mr.  Larkin  to-day,  and  pro- 
cured his  promise  to  be  here  this  evening,  if  possible. 

Mr.  Barkeb. — I  do  hope  the  audience  wul  not  interfere  in 
these  matters ;  but  allow  them  to  be  settled  by  the  chairmen 
and  the  conmiittees.  Perhaps  the  most  impartial  man  con- 
nected with  myself  is  John  Galloway. 

Mr.  Grant. — ^No,  we  will  not  take  him.  Is  Mr.  Wilcke  pre- 
sent? [No  answer.]]  All  that  I  request  of  Mr.  Barker  is» 
that  he  will  keep  to  the  rules  which  have  been  signed,  and  I  shall 
do  every  thing  in  my  power  to  procure  for  him  as  candid  and 
as  impartial  a  hearing  as  for  Mr.  Cooke. 

Mr.  Barker. — The  mere  fact  that  I  have  signed  the  rules 
is  as  great  a  promise  as  I  can  give  that  I  shall  abide  by  them. 
Hitherto,  I  consider,  I  have  abided  by  the  rules ;  and  I  have 
no  idea  of  departing  from  them. 

Mr.  Grant. — ^Allow  me  to  request  Mr.  Cooke  to  proceed* 

Mr.  Gilmorb. — ^I  only  took  this  chair  on  con<&tion  that 
there  should  be  an  Umpire.  It  is  a  breach  of  the  agreement 
to  go  on  without  one.  I  cannot  consent  to  go  on  witnout  that 
very  necessary  individual.  I  have  no  idea  that  he  will  have 
much  trouble  in  deciding  between  two  Christian  men  ;  but  it 
was  originally  foreseen  that  an  Umpire  would  be  necessary  ; 
and  certainly  the  proceedings  have  not  rendered  it  less  neces- 
sary than  before. 

Mr.  Grant  suggested  Mr.  Joseph  Reed  Wilson  ;  but  he  was 
declined  by  Mr.  Barker's  conmiittee. 

Mr.  Grant. — ^When  we  meet  here,  it  is  left  to  the  chairmen 
to  appoint  an  Umpire ;  but  there  is  no  law  to  compel  us  to 
appoint,  if  we  cannot  get  one.  I  can  only  assure  you  that  if 
you  take  your  chair,  I  will  assist  you  all  I  can  to  get  on  with 
the  business. 

Mr.  Barker. — ^Perhaps  the  Reporter  would  consent  to  sit 
as  Umpire. 

Mr.  Gilmore. — I  shall  be  glad  if  Mr.  Selkirk  will  do  so. 

Mr.  Grant. — Will  the  Reporter  be  so  good  as  to  take  the 
situation  ? 

Mr.  Selkirk. — I  have  no  particular  objection  ;  but  I  only 
do  so  for  the  sake  of  proceeding  with  the  business.  (Applause.) 

Mr.  Grant. — Then,  without  further  preliminary,  1  beg  to 
introduce  Mr.  Cooke  to  the  meeting. 

MR.  COOKE. — Mr.  Chairman,  and  Christian  Friends, — ^It  is 
desirable,  as  we  proceed  in  this  discussion,  to  mark  our  present 
position,  respectively.  On  the  first  and  second  evenings,  Mr. 
mrker  admitted  the  truth  of  some  great  princijjles  which  I 
laid  down,  and  established,  as  essential  to  the  Christian's  faith 
and  character  ;  and  in  acknowledging  the  truth  of  those  great 
principles,  did,  as  I  conceive  it  will  be  found,  in  the  estimation 
of  every  candid  mind,  overturn  his  oum  fundamental  prindpUy 


208 

as  to  what  constitutes  a  Christian.  On  the  third  evening,  Mr. 
Barker  acknowledged  that  the  passages  which  teach  the  mira- 
culous conception,  and  which  are  contained  in  the  first  and 
second  chapters  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  were  recognized  as 
genuine  in  those  standard  authorities  to  which  we  had  agreed 
to  submit :  and,  in  admitting  these  chapters  to  be  genuine,  of 
course  admitted  that  the  miraculous  conception  taught  therein 

^  is  a  doctrine  contained  in  the  Holy  Scriptures. 

/       Before  I  proceed  to  notice  some  of  the  objections  which  Mr. 

'  Barker  advanced  on  this  subject,  on  Friday  evening  last,  I 
must  direct  your  attention,  for  a  very  short  period,  to  some  of 
the  consequences  which  manifestly  result  from  the  €idmissione 
which  Mr.  Barker  made  on  that  occasion  ;  consequences,  in 
my  view,  involving  a  complete  refutation  of  some  other  objec- 
tionable sentiments  that  are  put  forth  by  Mr.  Barker  in  the 
19th  number  of  the  Christian,  and  which  I  have  before  read 
in  the  hearing  of  this  assembly. 

Mr.  Barker  maintains  in  that  number,  that  **  Christ  was  not 
foretold  as  an  individual ;"  or  that  his  birth  was  not  the  ful- 
filment of  prophecy.  I  will  read  you  his  statement : — "  I  do 
not  believe  that  Jesus  was  foretold  as  an  individual,  or  that 
Jesus  was  bom  in  fulfilment  of  any  prophecy.  To  me  it  seems 
that  what  was  foretold  was  a  Prophet,  like  unto  Moses,  a 
Teacher,  a  King,  a  Saviour ;  and  that  the  prophecies  respect- 
ing the  Messiah  would  be  fulfilled  be  the  appointment  of  any 
suitable  good  man  to  the  work  of  teaching,  reforming,  and 
saving  mankind."  Now  I  contend,  that  in  the  chapters  which 
are  admitted  to  be  genuine,  tliese  sentiments  are  refuted,  and 
refuted  by  not  less  maxi  fourteen  prophecies  which  are  contained 
in  the  chapters  referred  to.  Therefore  Mr  Barker  must  either 
renounce  that  sentiment,  or  he  must  stand  self-convicted,  as 
maintaining  a  sentiment  contradicted  by  the  plain  declarations 
of  God's  word. 

Then  he  says,  Jesus  was  not  the  Christ  when  bom  ;  nor  was 
it  fixed  that  he  should  be  the  Christ  until  God  had  tried  him. 
He  says,  — "  I  do  not  believe  that  he  was  the  Christ  when  lie 
was  born,  nor  do  I  believe  that  it  was  fixed  that  he  should  be 
the  Christ  till  after  he  had  proved  himself,  by  his  devoted 
piety,  a  suitable  person  for  the  work  of  the  Messiahship." 
That  sentiment  is  contradicted  by  not  less  than  thirty  instances 
of  distinct  recognition  of  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  in  the  chapters 
to  which  I  have  referred.  In  those  chapters  he  is  expressly 
called  «  The  Chrisr^''  The  Lord's  Christ"^''  The  Saviour''-- 
"  The  Samour  which  is  Christ  the  Lord"—''  The  Son  of  God'' 
— "  The  Son  of  the  Highese'^''  The  Hoh^  On^'—Th^  horn  of 
sahation" — "  The  consolation  of  IsraeT' — "  A  light  to  lighten 
the  Gentiles,  and  the  glory  of  his  people  Israel" — ^and  "  The 
Emmanuel,  God  with  us,"    And  he  is  recognized  too,  not  only 
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hy  the  Wise  men  who  came  inquiring  after  him,  but  he  is 
recognized  by  the  Shepherds ;  recognized  by  the  devout  Zacha- 
rias  and  Elizabeth,  "  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost ;"  recog- 
nized by  the  pious  Simeon ;  recognized  by  the  prophetess 
Anna  ;  and  recognized  by  holy  Angels,  a  multitude  of  whom 
came  at  his  birth  and  carolled  over  the  plains  of  Bethlehem, 
**  Glory  to  Grod  in  the  highest,  and  on  earth  peace,  good- will 
toward  men."  Therefore  Mr.  Barker  must,  in  conceding  the 
chapters  in  question,  renounce  the  heterodox  sentiment  which 
he  maintains  that  Jesus  was  not  the  Christ ;  or  else  he  must 
stand  self-convicted  oi  mmntaining  an  erroneoua^  a  heterodox  sen* 
timenty  and  in  flea  contradiction  to  €hd*s  own  word  } 

Mr.  Barker  maintains  another  sentiment  intimately  allied 
with  the  former ;  namely,  that  God  did  not  foreknow  «the 
character  of  Christ.  He  states, — "  Of  course  I  do  not  believe 
that  God  foreknew  what  the  character  of  Jesus  would  be  before 
he  was  tried."  That  statement  is  contradicted  by  the  evidence 
already  adduced  that  Christ  was  predicted,  and  many  prophe- 
cies fulfilled  in  his  person  ;  and  that  he  was  recognize^  as  the 
Messiah  in  not  less  than  thirty  instances  '^  before  God  had 
tried  him."  All  the  instances  I  refer  to  are  comprised  between 
the  period  of  the  angePs  announcement  and  the  two  years  of 
the  Redeemer's  infancy  and  are  recorded  -in  the  two  chapters 
of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke. 

Mr.  Barker  also  maintains  the  sentiment  that  Christ  ^'  be- 
came a  truly  pious  young  man  ;"  which,  in  my  view,  involves 
a  most  pernicious  doctrine.  Became  a  truly  pious  young  man ! 
If  I  speak  of  a  man  hecoming  rich,  of  course  I  imply  there  was 
a  period  when  he  was  not  rich.  If  I  speak  of  a  man  becoming 
pious,  of  course  I  imply  that  there  was  a  time  when  he  was 
no^  pious.  And  when  the  statement  appears  in  Mr.  Barker's 
tract  that  Jesus,  the  Lord  of  light  and  glory — that  blessed 
Being  on  whom  the  hopes  of  man  for  eternal  life  depend-— 
became  a  truly  pious  young  man,  what  is  meant  but  that  there 
was  a  period  when  he  was  not  pious  ;  and  if  not  pious,  conse- 
quently he  was>a  sinner  :  and  if  a  sinner,  look  at  the  conse- 
quences involved— consequences  which  would  make  a  good 
man  shudder  and  tremble  to  contemplate.  If  Christ  was  a 
sinner,  then  at  one  period  he  must  have  been  under  the  dis- 
pleasure of  God  I  If  a  sinner,  he  must,  at  one  period,  have 
been  under  the  curse  of  the  broken  law  ;  for  it  is  written, — • 
"  Cursed  is  every  one  that  continueth  not  in  all  things  which 
are  written  in  the  book  of  the  law  to  do  them." — Gal.  iii.  10. 
But  '^  no  man  who  speaketh  by  the  Spirit  calleth  Jesus  accur- 
sed." If  a  sinner,  he  was  subject  to  death  as  a  penalty  arising 
from  his  violation  of  God's  law  ;  and  consequently  his  death 
was  not  voluntary  :  for  though  we  may  admit  that  the  kind 
of  death  Christ  suffered  might  be  voluntary,  yet  since  he  waa 
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•abject  to  death  as  a  penaUy  for  his  own  transgression,  he  was 
of  eourse  compelled  to  die  as  a  sinner ;  and  therefore  his  death 
could  not,  in  the  highest  sense,  be  voluntary.  "  The  wages  of 
sin  is  death  ;"  and  if  our  Lord  sinned,  he  was  subject  to  the 
penalty  of  death.  (Bom.  vi.  23.)  And  if  our  Lord  was  a  sin- 
ner, too,  on  earth,  he  must  have  been  exposed  to  hell !  He 
must  have  been  UcMe  to  the  flames  of  the  bottomless  pU  I  Such 
are  the  terrible  consequences  resulting  from  the  sentiments 
contained  in  the  pages  of  the  tract,  part  pf  which  I  have  read 
to  you  this  evening.  And  this  result— this  sentiment,  which 
makes  Jesus  a  sinner,  leams  the  world  without  a  Sammir! 
Mr.  Barker,  therefore,  must  reject  that  sentiment,  or  he  stands 
convicted,  by  the  testimony  in  the  chapters  referred  to  of  deny- 
ing the  plainest  statements  of  Scripture — ^and  flatly  contra- 
dicting tne  declaration  of  God  by  the  angel  Grabriel^  saying, 
« that  HOLY  THING  which  shaU  be  bom  of  thee  shall  be 
called  the  Son  of  God." 

I  shall  next  call  your  attention  to  the  replies  which  Mr. 
Barker  made,  last  Friday  evening,  to  mv  arguments, 

Mr.  Barker  was  hmd  enough^  when  admitting  the  fact  that 
vi^ory  was  on  the  side  of  the  sentiments  which  I  held,  to  re- 
mind you  that — (or  rather  to  ask  you  to  observe) — how  I  had 
obtained  the  victory.  My  friends,  I  wish  you  to  .observe  how 
I  obtained  the  victory.  I  wish  you  never  to  forget  hoy>  the 
victory  was  obtained.  Obtained  !  Not  by  appealing  to  your 
passions,  but  to  your  judgments — ^not  by  reading  letters,  or  re- 
citing anecdotes,  but  by  appealing  to  God's  own  word.  Obtain- 
ed, by  appealing  also  to  me  testimony  of  the  Fathers, — ^not  to 
build  upon  them  a  single  principle  of  my  argument,  but  merely 
to  refute  the  lies,  the  corruptions,  the  false  doctrines,  and  the 
blasphemies  held  forth  by  Marcion,  whose  name  had  been 
obtruded  upon  the  public  as  having  authority  to  induce  men 
to  reject  the  authenticity  of  the  two  first  chapters  in  the  Gos- 
pel according  to  Luke.  That  was  the  way  in  which  I  obtained 
the  victory — (laughter,  hissing,  and  applause ;)— and  I  wish 
you  never  to  forget  it.     (Applause  and  disapprobation,) 

Mb.  Grant  : — Do  be  quiet.  I  have  pointed  out  time  after 
time  the  advantage  of  quietness. 

Mr.  Cooku  : — ^Well  1  but  I  feel  no  undue  elevation.  I 
know  the  victory  is  not  mine.  It  would  be  a  very  sorry 
victory  were  it  mine,  as  an  individual.  But  it  is  the  victory 
of  the  cause  of  truth,  and  of  our  common  Christianity.  And 
it  is  nothing  more  than  what  I  expected  to  result  from  the 
straightforward  handling  of  God's  word,  and  the  bringing  for- 
ward of  those  plain  statements  of  divine  truth  which  stand  so 
bright  and  conspicuous  in  the  pages  of  the  eternal  word.  I 
do  feel  some  regret,  however,  that  Mr.  Barker,  having  con- 
ceded the  point  in  question,  should  have  persevered  in  raising 
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clouds  of  smoke  and  dust  about  the  subject ;  and  in  bringing 
forward  a  variety  of  objections  to  uphold  the  very  doctrine 
which  had  just  been  given  up.  I  regret  it  for  this  reason, — 
because  it  prevents  us  from  advancing  forward  in  the  dis- 
cussion to  those  other  important  subjects,  a  list  of  which  has 
been  handed  to  him  ah-eady.  However,  I  must  follow  Mr. 
Barker's  objections ;  and  I  must  endeavour  to  chastise  the 
presumption  which  advances  objections  inimical,  las  I  con- 
ceive, to  the  cause  of  truth,  and  involving  some  of  the  grossest 
absurdities. 

How  did  Mr.  Barker,  then,  proceed?  Thus.  First,  to 
undermine  the  credit  of  the  Fathers.  Secondly,  to  employ 
his  sagacity  in  collecting  together  objections,  contradictions, 
ajid  inconsistencies,,  so  called  by  himself,  in  reference  to  the 
Gfospel  narratives  of  the  miraculous  conception.  Thirdly,  ^ 
a  direct  attach  upon  the  integrity  of  the  sacred  volume  in 
general.  And  it  is  to  these  that  I  must  now  address  myself 
with  all  the  energy  that  God  may  condescend  to  impart  unto 
me.  • 

I  say  Mr.  Barker  applied  himself  to  undermine  the  credit 
of  the  Fathers.  That,  I  conceive,  was  extremely  foolish,  ^^ 
useless  too ;  for  he  was  the  person  who  insisted  upon*  an 
appeal  being  made  to  the  Fathers.  William  Cooke  did  not 
want  to  appeal  to  the  Fathers,  but  to  the  Qrandfathers — ^the 
inspired  Apostles  who  wrote  the  sacred  pages.  William 
Cooke  wanted  to  appeal  to  the  plain  letter  of  God's  word, 
inspired  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  consequently  alone  decisive  : 
and  not  to  appeal  to  any  men  fallible  like  himself.  Will 
this  assembly  believe  tnat  Mr,  Barker  was  the  person  who 
insisted,  in  his  correspondence  with  myself  and  the  com- 
mittee, upon  an  appeal  being  made  to  the  Fathers  ?  And  I  had 
to  consent  to  it  as  a  condition  absoVuitely  required^  in  order 
that  we  might  meet  together  in  public  on  the  present  occasion. 
How  does  it  look,  now,  after  having  challenged  an  appeal 
to  the  Fathers — after  having  required  that  appeal— how  does 
it  now  appear,  when  he  seeks  to  undermine  the  very  credit 
which  he  had  advanced,  and  which  he  had  spoken  of  as 
one  source  of  truth?  The  fox  liked  the  grapes.  They 
appeared  beautiful.  But  he  could  not  reach  them  ;  and  they 
were  thenceforth  sour.     (Hissing  and  applause.) 

M».  Gbant  : — ^Nothing  can  be  more  improper  than  these  in- 
terruptions. 

Mr.  Cooke  :— Allow  me  to  proceed.  Keep  yourselves  in 
good  humour.  (Hissing.)  Listen  patiently.  You  shall  have 
the  honest  truth,  without  any  mixture  of  sophistry.  (Ap* 
plause  and  disapprobation.) 

Mr,  Gilmorb  : — ^I  do  fancy  that  if  either  party — I  do  not 
wy  both — ^but  if  one  party  would  sit  perfectly  quiet,  it  would 
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be  an  example  that  would  be  worthy  of  imitation.  Tho^ 
that  believe  they  have  the  truth  on  their  side,  need  not  utter 
a  single  word  in  its  defence.  Those  only  who  cannot  believe 
that  they  have  any  truth  to  support  them  need  evince  symp- 
toms eitner  of  approbation  or  of  disapprobation.  I  trust  you 
will  be  quiet,  and  hear  the  important  truths  which  are 
delivered.     (Hear,  hear,  and  applause.) 

Mr.  Cooke  :— I  must  claim  the  time  which  has  been  lost 
by  this  interruption.  I  want  nothing  but  fair-play.  A  fair 
field,  and  no  favour. 

In  the  next  place,  I  observe  that  it  was  exceedingly  foolish  to 
attempt  to  undermine  the  credit  of  the  Fathers,  because  /  nener 
huiU  a  single  principle  upon  the  Fathers,  I  used  them  only  for  the 
purpose  of  contradicting  the  lying  Marcion  and  the  Ebionites 
who  had  corrupted  Grod's  word,  and  whose  names  were  put  forth 
to  the  public  as  authorities  to  induce  men  to  reject  the  two  first 
chapters  of  the  Gospels,  according  to  Matthew  and  Luke. 
Moreover,  it  appears  extremely  idle  for  Mr.  Barker  to  under- 
mine the  credit  of  tb^ Fathers  ;  for  with  a  singular  and  cha- 
racteristic inconsistencyJie  speedily  endeavours  to  press  those 
i^^fc"  Fathers,  with  all  tneir  faults,  into  his  own  favour.  But, 
in%i8ing  them,  he  damages  his  own  cause  by  taking  care 
#  neither  to  introduce  page^  nor  chapter^  nor  section  of  any 
Father  whose  name  he  mentioned,  or  whose  sentiments  he  put 
forth.  This  is  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  this  discussion,  and 
one  which  I  have  carefully  avoided  from  the  beginning  until 
now.  Besides,  be  damages  his  own  cause,  too,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  every  reflecting  and  intelligent  man  acquainted  with 
the  subject,  by  introducing  statements,  as  from  the  Fathers, 
which  do  not  exist  in  amf  of  the  ponderofos  folios  of  the  Fathers, 
He  alleged  that  the  early  Christians  never  quarrelled  with  each 
other  on  the  ground  of  the  miraculous  conception  ;  and  he 
introduced  the  testimony  of  Justin  Martyr  to  corroborate  that 
statement.  As  if  Justin  Martyr  had  sanctioned  as  true  and 
^ood  Christians  those  who  denied  the  miraculous  conception  ! 
The  fact  is  just  otherwise,  Justin  Martyr  maintains  that  sen- 
timent as  essential  in  all  his  writings.  And  Irenasus  unites 
with  Justin  Martyr  in  maintaining  that  sentiment.  Both 
Irenaeus  and  Justin  Martyr  speak  of  those  as  heretics,  who 
denied  the  miraculous  conception.  I  can  conjecture  where 
Mr.  Barker  has  got  his  sentiment.  I  suppose  he  has  borrowed 
it  from  Dr.  Priestley,  w^ho,  as  well  as  Belsham  and  Lindsay, 
has  maintained  this  sentiment,  and  pretended  to  quote  the 
Fathers  in  proof  of  it :  but  Dr.  Burton  has  clearly  convicted 
them  of  falsehood  ;  and  I  am  prepared  to  show  you  not  less 
than  about  fwrtj^  harefa^cedy  imptident  falsehoods  uttered  by 
those  writers  in  reference  to  the  opinions  of  the  Fathers,  both 
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with  regard  to  the  miraculous  conception  and  the  Divinity  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

Mr.  Barker  told  yon  that  Marcion  was  slandered.  I  ask 
him,  where  ?  I  do  not  ask  him  for  a  volume,  nor  a  pa^e  ;  but 
I  ask  him  for  just  one  line,  authenticated  h^  any  Father,  in 
the  centuries  referred  to,  showing  that  Marcion  has  been  slan- 
dered with  regard  to  what  I  advanced  on  his  corrupting  the 
word  of  God,  and  the  erroneous  sentiments  he  maintained 
respecting  the  nature  of  the  Deity,  the  resurrection  of  the 
boay,  and  the  non-existence  of  the  Redeemer's  body.  Now  I 
ask  him  to  bring  forward,  not  a  volume,  nor  a  page,  but  just 
me  line,  well-authenticated,  to  prove  that  Marcion  has  been 
slandered  in  those  sentiments. 

The  miraculous  conception,  Mr.  Barker  told  us,  originated 
with  those  who  decried  marriage.  Why,  it  stands  revealed  in 
the  pages  of  the  New  Testament ;  it  is  recorded  distinctly  by 
Matthew  and  Luke  ;  and  I  have  yet  to  learn  that  thei/  have 
decried  marriage.  Moreover,  Ignatius,  who  Uved  in  apostolic 
times,  holds  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception ;  and 
it  stands  prominent  in  his  writing..  Besides,  later  facts  c^^ 
tradict  Mr  Barker's  statement.  Who  were  they  that  denoun^ 
marriage?  They  were  Marcion,  and  those  who  held  the 
Gnostic  heresy.  Who  were  they  that  denied  the  miraculous 
conception  ?  The  same  authors.  Who  were  those  that  defen- 
ded marriage  against  Marcion  ?  They  were  the  Fathers  I  have 
quoted.  Who  were  those  that  held  the  miraculous  conception  ? 
The  same  Fathers  ;  those  who  defended  marriage  against  tlie 
Gnostic  heretics,  Mavcion  and  his  followers.  It  would  be  well 
for  Mr.  Barker  to  study  the  Fathers,  carefully,  before  he  ven- 
tures again  to  introduce  their  authority  on  subjects  like  the 
present. 

He  tells  us  that  multitudes  of  Christians  at  first  denied  the 
miraculous  conception.  At  first  I  I  confront  him  with  the 
testimony  of  St.  Luke,  who,  at  the  commencement  of  his  Gos- 
pel, speaks  to  Theophilus  of  those  things  which  he  asserts 
"were  most  assuredly  believed."  Observe  the  emphasis — 
believed;  assttredly  believed ;  most  cLSsuredlt^  believed.  And 
among  those  things  thus  "most  assuredly  believed,"  the 
miraculous  conception  stands  as  either  the  first  or  the  second 
fact  recorded. 

He  speaks  about  piety  residing  with  a/eir.  But  it  will  be 
a  singular  circumstance  indeed  if  Mr.  Barker  should  be  found 
able  to  make  it  appear  that  those  few  were  the  individuals 
who  hated  God,  and  who  described  him  as  a  malignant 
heifng  ;  that  those  few  with  whom  piety  dwelt  were  those  who 
renounced  the  law  and  the  prophets,  and  the  whole  of  the  Old 
Testament ;  that  those  pious  few  were  the  individuals  who  re- 
jected Paul  as  an  apostate  from  the  law,  and  discarded  th€ 
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mahoritsf  of  Ms  writingi ;  that  those  favoured  few  were  the 
men  who  held  that  Chnst  had  no  real  hody^  and  thai  there  were 
two  Christs  ;  and  who  denied  the  reswrrection  of  the  human  body 
a$  the  last  diay.  If  these  were  "  the  few"  with  whom  piety 
dwelt— who  were  the  sanctuary  or  temple  of  the  Lord,  and 
heathens  all  heside,  it  is  high  time  we  had  exchanged  the 
authority  of  Peter  for  that  of  Simon  Magus  :  of  Paul  for  that 
of  Elymas  the  sorcerer ;  of  John  for  that  of  Cerhithus :  ot 
that  we  adopted  the  spurious  writings  of  Marcion,  and  gave 
the  apostolic  epistles  to  the  wind  ! 

He  tells  us  that  Symmachus  was  a  learned  man.  So  that  it 
appears,  at  last,  that  out  of  all  the  Ebionites  who,  he  would 
have  us  believe,  existed  in  early  days,  they  had  just  one  learned 
man.  And  that  is  the  result  of  his  investigations.  But  sup- 
pose they  had,  does  it  follow  that  Symmachus  denied  the  mi- 
raculous conception?  The  fnajor  part  of  the  Ebfonites,  if  Dr. 
Lardner  be  correct,  held  the  miraculous  conception.  The 
minority y  only,  rejected  it.  And  it  devolves  upon  Mr.  Barker, 
if  he  wish  to  have  th&  authority  of  Symmachus  on  his  side,  to 
show  that  that  writer  was  one  who  denied  the  miraculous 
o^^eption. 

Mr.  Barker  notices  it  as  a  very  strange  thing  indeed  that  we 
have  nothing  said  in  the  epistles  against  those  who  denied  the 
miraculous  conception.  Not  strange  at  all ;  for  there  were 
none  such  in  those  days.  The  writings  of  the  apostles  grap- 
pled with  existing  errors :  and  though  there  are  other  errors, 
and  grievous  errors,  now,  men  had  not  advanced  so  far,  in 
those  days,  as  to  deny  a  truth  so  plainly  stated,  and  so  abun- 
dantly con£u*med  in  the  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ.  But  tlie 
progress  of  error  is  dofumward  in  man's  unregenerate  nature ; 
and  "evil  men  and  seducers  wax  worse  and  worse,  deceiving 
and  being  deceived."  And  having  begun,  as  the  corrupt  Jews, 
in  their  heresy,  did,  to  ujidermine  the  writings  of  Paul,  even 
while  he  lived,  they  went  down  lower  and  lower  still,  and 
proceeded  to  those  monstrous  extravagancies  which  appear  in 
thfiir  history  in  the  following  centuries. 

Mr.  Barker's  next  course  \&  to  make  a  regular  attack  upon 
the  Holy  Scriptures.  I  regretted  this  at  the  time.  It  is  an 
oiFence  against  the  rules  of  this  discussion;  and  I  am  sure  it 
was  most  repulsive  to  every  pious  mind.  But  though  I  was 
pained,  I  was  not  surprised.  I  waspartly  prepared  for  it ;  for, 
m  a  tract  'which  is  before  me,  Mr.  Barker  nad  already  taught 
his  readers  to  believe  that  the  Holy  Scriptures  "  are  a  tvH>- 
mouthed  guide  and  a  double-tongued  director,  leading  men  con- 
trary waysP  Let  it  go  forth  to  the  world  that  Mr.  Barker  has 
designated  the  Scriptures  as  "a  two-mouthed  guide,  and  as  a 
double-tongued  director  ;"  and  then  they  will  have  a  reason 
for  that  which  made  them  wonder  at  the  time — ^namely,  his 
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attack  upon  those  Holy  Scriptures  which  are  the  guide  of  our 
lives,  the  consolation  of  our  nearts,  and  the  firm  foundation 
of  our  hopes. 

The  attack  which  Mr,  Barker  made  against  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures was  two-fold.  And  it  must  he  repelled.  First,  he 
racked  his  ingenuity  to  find  out  a  c^se,  or  rather  to  make  a 
ccucy  of  contradiction,  and  absurdity,  and  inconsistency,  in 
connection  with  the  Gospel  narrative  of  the  miraculous  con-j 
ception.  Why  should  he  do  that?  Tom  Paine  had  done  it 
well  before  him.  And  so  had  Robert  Taylor :  and  so  had 
Lloyd  Jones  ond  others,  with  equal  vigour  if  not  with  equi^l 
ingenuity.  Mr.  Barker  sneered  at  the  name  Emmanuel ;  and 
spoke  of  it  being  pitiful  to  apply  that  name  to  our  adorable 
Kedeemer.  In  days  gone  past,  Mr.  Barker  did  not  sneer  at 
the  blessed  name  Emmanuel,  that  is,  when  he  used  to  speak 
of  the  Scriptures  being  the  sole  rule  of  his  faith  and  practise  ; 
at  the  time  when  he  said  that  he  "disliked  all  forced  mterpre- 
tations  of  the  holy  volume."  When  he  declared  that  he  relied 
upon  the  natural  and  the  most  obvious  meaning  of  the  sacred 
passages,  he  did  not  then  denounce  the  name  Emmanuel:  but 
spoke  of  it,  in  a  volume  which  I  have  here,  and  in  a  paragraph 
which  I  read  to  you  the  first  evening — spoke  of  it  as  a  name 
(printing  it  in  large  capitals,  so  that  I  have  no  doubt  he  then 
loved  it) — spoke  of  it  as  a  name  which  was  "rightly  applied 
to  the  Saviour."  And  it  is  rightly  applied.  The  evangelist 
has  taken  pains  to  interpret  me  meaning  of  the  name.  It 
comes  from  three  Hebrew  words — Aum,  with,  woo,  us,  el,  Grod,  — i 
namely,  "GOD  WITH  US."  Or,  as  we  have  it  in  Greek—  / 
Meth'  ^emdn  o  Theos,  "  God  with  us."  "  The''  emphatically, 
"  THE  GOD  WITH  US."  Yes !  he  is  God ;  possessing 
every  attribute,  assuming  every  title,  and  exercising  every 
prerogative  of  Deity,  he  is  emphatically  styled  the  brightness 
of  his  Father's  glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his  person : 
and  associating  his  aivinity  with  a  tabernacle  of  clay,  became 
"Grod  with  us  ;"  **bone  of  our  bone,  flesh  of  our  flesh ;"  our 
near  kinsman,  with  whom  the  right  of  redemption  lay  ;  God 
with  man.  And  he  is  still  " €hd  tnth  us*'  With  us  in  the 
means   of  grace.    "Wheresoever  two  or  three  of  you  are 

Fkthered  together  in  my  name,"  said  the  Saviour,  "there  am 
in  the  midst  of  you."  With  us,  to  afford  strength  and  con- 
solation in  every  hour  of  trial ;  speaking,  in  answer  to  our 
prayers, — "My  grace  is  sufficient  for  thee :  for  my  strength  is 
maae  perfect  in  weakness."  With  us,  present  with  his  faith- 
ful ministers  to  the  end  of  time.  "Go  ye  into  all  the  world, 
and  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature;"  and  "Lo,  I  am 
with  you  always,  even  unto  the  end  of  the  world."  With  us, 
living  In  our  hearts;  "Christ  in  you,  the  hope  of  glory; 
whom  we  preach."    "  He  that  hath  my  commandments,  and 
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keepeth  them,  he  it  is  that  loveth  me :  and  he  that  loveth  me, 
shall  be  loved  of  my  Father,  and  I  will  love  him,  and  will 
manifest  myself  to  him.  And  we  will  come  unto  him,  and 
make  our  abode  with  him," — "God  with  us."  It  was  not  till 
Mr.  Barker  had  spoken  of  the  Scriptures  as  "a  two-mouthed 
^ide  and  a  double-tongued  director,"  that  he  ever  sneered  at 
the  name— ^the  precious  name,  Emmanuel. 

Mr.  Barker  also  sneered  at  the  application  of  prophecy  to 
our  Saviour — those  prophecies  referred  to  in  the  two  first 
chapters  of  Matthew  and  Luke  ;  where  it  is  said  that  Christ 
was  *  born  of  a  wgin'  in  fulfilment  of  prophecy  ;  where  it 
speaks  of  him  as  being  *  called  out  of  Egypt  ;*  where  it  speaks^ 
too,  of  the  *  murder  of  the  infants  in  Bethlehem  ;'  and  where 
it  speaks  of  the  reproaches  our  Saviour  had  to  undergo  in 
being  called  a  Nazarene,  in  fulfilment  of  prophetic  testimony. 
He  sneered  at  these.  But  let  me  tell  him  that  they  were  ap-- 
plied  to  Jesus  by  an  authority  which  he  has  himself  acknow- 
ledged to  be  divine  ;  by  that  authority  to  which  we  have 
mutually  agreed  to  submit,  namely,  the  Greek  text  sustained 
by  the  critics  Griesbach  and  Schulz  :  and,  I  may  add,  which 
text  is  sustained  by  the  credit  and  authority  of  all  the  manu- 
scripts and  versions  contained  in  the  wide  world.  I  am  sorry 
in  my  heart  that  Mr.  Barker  should  thus  sneer  at  the  applica- 
tion of  prophecy  to  Christ — sorry  that  he  should  characterise 
these  prophecies,  as  he  did  the  last  evening  on  which  we  met, 
as  fictions,  and  speak  of  them  as  pitiful.  Thei'e  is  no  need  to 
pity  the  Evangelists  :  and  he  that  pities  them,  in  their  inspi- 
ration, is  in  danger  of  putting  contempt  upon  God  their 
author. 

Mr.  Barker  also  drew  an  objection  to  the  truth  from  the 
account  which  we  have  ©f  the  taxing,  in  Luke's  Gospel,  chap. 
2,  verses  1  and  2  : — "  And  it  came  to  pass  in  those  days,  that 
there  went  out  a  decree  from  Caesar  Augustus,  that  all  the 
world  should  be  taxed.  (And  this  taxing  was  first  made  when 
Cyrcnius  was  governor  of  Syria.)"  There  is  no  discrepancy 
here  :  for  the  passa^  does  not  clearly  imply  that  C3'reniua' 
was  governor  of  Syria  contemporary  with  the  birth  of  our  Sa- 
viour. Lardner,  an  Unitarian  author,  renders  it  that  "it 
was  the  first  enrolment  of  Cy renins,  afterwards  governor  of 
Syria;"  making  "governor  of  Syria"  a  mere  appellation. 
Campbell,  with  more  propriety,  renders  the  passage, — ^this 
first  registration  took  effect  when  Cyrenius  was  president  of 
Syria.  And  I  thus  give  you  the  testimony  of  two  divines  who 
are  opposed  to  each  other  in  their  creed — Lardner  being  an 
Unitarian  critic,  and  a  very  learned  man  ;  and  Campbell  one 
of  the  orthodox  school.  I  have  done  this  to  show  the  impar- 
tiality which  I  wish  to  exercise  in  giving  an  interpretation  of 
the  passage  in  question.    But  suppose  there  was  a  discrepancy, 
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^nnrhat  does  it  amoant  to  ?  Who  that  has'read  the  histones  of 
Herodotus,  of  Thucydides,  of  Zenophon,  of  Strabo,  of  Diodo- 

vTuSy  of  Tacitus,  of  livy,  of  Sallust,   and  of  others,  both 

.ancient  and  modern  historians,  has  not  found  a  multitude  of 
instances  in  which  there  are  discrepancies  as  to  times,  and 

:  places,  and  events  ?  I  say,  suppose  we  have  a  discrepancy^ 
then,  between  the  testimony  of  St.  Luke  and  that  of  profane 
historians,  is  it  an  evidence  of  faith  to  adopt  the  profane 
writers'  testimony,  and  to  reject  that  which  we  know  to  be 
inspired  ?  Is  it  not,  rather,  the  proper  character  of  faith  to 
•pause,  and  weigh,  and  wait  for  evidence ;  and  never,  never 
reject  what  Grod  lias  revealed  or  stated  in  his  word,  but  with 
the  Apostle,  reckon  ^^  €rod  to  be  true^  though  every  man  be  a 

.liar?" 

Another  objection  to  the  account  of  aur  Lord's  incarnation, 
derived  from  an  alleged  discrepancy  in  chronology,  is  that 
urged  by  Mr.  Barker  on  Friday  evening.  The  birth  of  our 
Saviour  is  set  forth  by  Matthew  as  taking  place  while  Herod 
was  king  of  Judssa  :  and  Luke  states  that  Jesus  was  about 
SO  years  of  age  when  Tiberius,  the  Roman  emperor,  ^was  in 
the  15th  year  of  his  rekn.  This,  it  is  said,  involves  a  discre- 
pancy ;  for  from,  the  death  of  Herod  to  the  15th  year  of  the 
reign  of  Tiberius,  there  was  a  period  of  about  82  years  :  and 
that  objection  is  held  forth  to  invalidate  the  testimony  of  the 
Evangelists  respecting  the  incarnation.  So  that  it  turns  out- 
admitting  this  to  be  a  real  discrepancy  for  the  first  moment  of 
the  argume&t — ^that  after  a  lapse  of  eighteen  hundred  years, 
there  is  a  discrepancy  of  about  twoyecfrsintesped  to  the  event 
referred  to :  and  that  discrepancy  of  two  years  between  the 
testimony  of  an  inspired  Evangelist,  and  the  testimony,  or 
what  Mr.  Barker  states  to  be  the  testimony,  of  profane  authors, 
is  in  his  view  quite  sufficient  te  upset  the  authority  of  the 
Gospel  narrative  of  the  incarnation  1  I  would  ask,  is  that  the 
true  property  of  faith  in  God's  holy  word  ?  But  it  so  happens, 
after  all^  that  there  is  no  discrepancy^  It  so  happens  that  we 
have  the  concurrent  testimony  of  profane  writers  corroborate 
uig  the  testimony  of  Luke.  Tacitus  says,  *^Filiu8^  Ck^lega 
imperiiy  censors  tribunUvB  potestatisy  odstimittM^' — ^Annal.  i.  3. 
His  son  (in  law)  was  adopted  his  colleague  in  the  government, 
his  associate  in  the  tribunitian  power.  Now  this  completely 
takes  away  the  difficulty.  Tiberius  reigned  jointly  with 
Augustus  Cassar  two  or  three  years  before  he  reigned  alone. 
Supposing,  therefore,  that  the  Evangelist  Luke  included  this 
period  as  a  part  of  the  fifteen  years  reign  of  Tiberius,  the  dis- 
crepancy vanishes  at  once ;  and  that  which  Mr.  Barker  urges 
•to  invalidate  the  testimony  of  the  sacred  historian,  when 
examined,  presents  a  collateral  evidence  in  support  of  its 
truth.    It  is  one  of  those  minute  instances  where  there  is  at 
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first  an  apparent  discrepancy ;  but  in  which  we  find,  on  fuiv. 
ther  examination,  that  there  is,  in  reality,  a  most  striking  and 
convincing  historical  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures. 

The  Evangelist  tells  us,  that  when  Herod  heard  that  wise 
men  were  come  from  the  East,  saying,  "  Where  is  he  that  is 
born  king  of  tlie  Jews  ?  for  we  have  seen  his  star  in  the  East^ 
and  come  to  worship  him,"  he,  that  is  Herod,  was  troubled, 
and  all  Jerusalem  with  him.  And  Mr  Barker,  with  apparent 
exultation,  advanced  that  as  a  proof  that  the  miraculous 
conception  was  a  fiction.  Herod  was  troubled !  Was  it 
unnatural  in  a  fierce,  despotic,  tyrannical,  cruel,  jealous  mon- 
arch to  be  troubled,  when  he  heard  that  one  called  "  King  of 
the  Jews  "  was  bom  ?  Or  was  it  unnatural  that  all  Jerusalem 
should  be  troubled  with  him  ? — ^not  because  Christ  was  bom, 
but  when  they  knew  his  disposition— Herod's  disposition — so 
characterized  by  cruelty  and  by  jealousy ;  and  when  they 
knew  his  character  for  indiscriminate  slaughter,  and  were  ap- 
prehensive that  they  themselves  might  become  the  next  vic- 
tims of  his  jealous  ire,  was  it  unnatural  that  they  should  be 
troubled  at  the  same  time  1  especially  when  we  remember  that 
neither  Herod  nor  the  mass  of  the  people  understood  the 
spiritual  objects  of  the  Saviour^s  coming.  The  result  proves 
that  their  fears  were  not  misplaced.  .  I  now  refer  to  the 
murder  of  the  infants  of  Bethlehem.  Mr.  Barker  adverted  to 
this  as  one  of  those  events  which  prove  a  contradiction  to  the 
testimony  of  the  Evangelists  with  regard  to  the  miraculous 
conception.  He  tells  you  that  the  murder  of  the  infants  is 
not  corroborated  by  any  historian.  Really  there  is  something 
remarkable  in  Mr,  Barker's  mode  of  arguing.  He  tells  you 
that  even  when  historians  have  corroborated  the  testimony  of 
the  Evangelists  in  some  events,  yet  if  there  be  a  small  dis-^ 
crepancy,  we  are  to  reject  the  testimony  which  is  divine,  and 
accept  that  which  is  human.  But  here,  where  there;  is  no 
testimony  at  all,  but,  as  he  says,  perfect  silence,  we  are  to 
regard  that  silence  as  sufficient  to  overturn  the  credit  of  Uie 
Evangelists.    This  is  reasoning  with  a  vengeance  I 

Where  others  toil  with  philosophic  force. 
His  nimble  nonsense  takes  a  shorter  course  ; 
Flings  at  your  head  conviction  in  the  lump. 
And  gains  remote  oonduaons  at  a  jump. 

(Laughter  and  applause.)  Well  I  but  cannot  we  account, 
think  you,  for  this  silence  ?  Josephus,  he  says,  is  silent.  But 
he  is  silent  with  regard  to  a  multitude  of  events,  as  well  as 
this.  Roman  historians,  he  tells  us,  are  silent.  No  wonder 
if  they  are.  Bethlehem  at  that  time  was  a  reduced  village, 
not  containing  more  than  a  thousand  population,  including 
the  surrounding  country.     The  massacre  was  not  indiscrhni- 
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)iate.  It  extended  only  to  the  male  children  ;  and  those  only 
of  a  certain  age.  And  thus  the  slaughter  could  not  have  been 
so  extensive  as  at  first  sight  might  be  supposed.  Herod,  too, 
died  shortly  after  the  event ;  and  the  whole  transaction  might 
soon  pass  into  oblivion  :  but  God  thought  fit  to  record  it  as 
important  in  marking  the  commencement  of  persecution 
i^inst  his  beloved  Son,  who  came  into  the  world  to  bleed  and 
to  die  for  our  salvation.  It  is  therefore  not  at  all  an  improbable 
event  that  the  Roman  historians  should  have  overlooked  a 
transaction  like  this,  occurring  in  an  obscure  village  fifteen 
hundred  miles  distant  from  Rome  ;  and  I  believe  there 
was  no  Roman  historian  existing  at  the  time  the  transaction 
took  place. 

But  there  is  another  enquiry,  far  more  important.  It  is 
this.  Does  the  murder  not  correspond  with  Herod's  known 
disposition  and  character  ?  Itjioes.  What  does  Macrobius 
say,  in  his  Saturnalia?  He  says, — Melius  est  Herodis ponmm 
esse  qttdm  Jllittm.  Ahstinebat  quippe  Herodis  d  porcis :  a 
JUiarum  ccede  turn  abstinebat.  Macrob.  2.  Satur.  c  4.  "Better 
to  be  Herod's  hog,  than  his  son  ;  because  while  he  spares  his 
hogs,  he  murders  his  own  children."  Does  it  not,  then,  cor- 
respond with  the  disposition  and  character  of  Herod  ?  And  I 
may  ask,  is  there  not  here  a  recognition  of  the  event  referred 
to  ?  And  then,  if  this.be  admitted,  history  is  not  altogether 
silent  in  reference  to  the  event  in  question. 

Another  objection  of  Mr.  Barker's  was  this,  that  the  wise 
men  who  came  to  worship  Jesus  are  called  Magoiy  Magi,  in 
the  Greek;  and  he  tells  us  that  the  word  means  "sorcerers.'* 
He  should  have  told  you  that  that  was  one  meaning  of  the 
word.  And  the  other  is  that  which  we  have  it  rendered  in  the 
translation,  "wise  men."  Who  were  the  Mugoi  among  the 
Grecians?  Men  devoted  to  literature— devoted  to  religion,  so 
far  as  they  understood  it :  men  to  whose  care  was  committed 
the  education  of  the  principal  children  of  the  empire.  And 
thus  the  term  Magoi  became  a  kind  of  general  designation, 
including  both  the  class  of  men  called  sorcerers,  and  those 
who  had  nothing  to  do  with  magic  arts.  Just  as  our  own 
words,  "wise  woman,"  in  English,  may  mean  witch  ;  or  the 
same  terms  may  mean  "a. woman  of  intelligence,  of  sagacity, 
and  of  prudence."  There  is  no  evidence,  then,  that  these 
wise  men  were  sorcerers  because  they  were  called  Magi.  Cer- 
tain it  is  that  whatever  they  Juid  been,  they  were  not  sorcerers 
now.  They  were  worshippers  of  the  true  God — ^men  who  came 
to  inquire  for  the  Saviour — ^men  who  found  and  worshipped 
that  Saviour — ^men  who  presented  to  him  their  choicest  gifts 
--men  who  were  watched  over  by  a  gracious  Providence, 
directed  in  their  movements  by  Providence,  and  made  objects 
of  peculiar  regard, — ^they  were  not  sorcerers :  and,  indeed,  if 
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they  had  been  once  sorcerers,  that  is  no  reason  for  their  not 
Being  permitted  to  worship  Jesus.  Simon  Magus,  the  sorcerer, 
was  admitted  a  member  of  the  church  of  Samaria,  and  never 
was  ejected  from  that  church  until  it  was  found  that  he  conti- 
nued in  the  "gall  of  bitterness,  and  in  the  bond  of  iniquity." 
Heartily  welcome  to  Jesus,  and  His  salvation^  were  publicans 
and  sinners,  and  men  with  curious  books,  and  who  practised 
evil  deeds,  when  they  gave  up  their  abominations — when  they 
complied  with  the  gracious  terms  of  salvation. 

Another  objection  of  Mr.  Barker's  is  this,  that  Jesus  follow- 
ed the  business  of  a  carpenter.  A  most  singular  objection  for 
Mr.  Barker  to  make  I  He  would  have  you  believe,  sometimes, 
that  "college-bred  priests"  are  of  all  men  the  most  injurious 
to  society ;  and  now  it  turns  out  that  he  can  reproach  Christ 
for  following  an  honest  occupation.  ("Hear,  hear,"  hissing, 
and  applause.)  Silence,  my  friends.  Give  me  a  fair  hearing, 
— I  want  nothing  more.  Give  me  your  candid  judgment, — I 
want  nothing  more.  Never  before  did  I  know  that  it  was 
discreditable  to  follow  a  lawful  occupation.  Did  not  Jesus 
stoop  down  to  man's  condition?  and  is  not  that  condition  to 
earn  his  bread  by  the  sweat  of  his  brow  ?  Is  it  not  one  part  of 
the  consequences  entailed  upon  man  by  the  fall?  And  was  it 
not  becoming  in  him,  who  became  in  all  things  like  unto  his 
brethren,  to  submit  to  earn  his  bread  by  the  sweat  of  his  brow ; 
and  thus  to  sanctify  and  honour  the  occupations  by  which  men 
obtain  their  daily  bread?  I  am  sure  Mr.  Barker  must  have 
been  at  his  wit*s  end  for  an  objection  when  he  could  bring 
forward  this,  that  the  Lord  Jesus,  in  his  human  nature,  sub- 
mitted to  the  occupation  of  a  caroenter.  He  submitted  to 
something  lower  than  even  this.  He  submitted  so  far  as  to 
receive  alms  and  suppjort  from  those  to  whom  he  ministered ; 
and  said,  *'The  foxes  have  holes,  and  the  birds  of  the  air  have 
nests ;  but  the  son  of  man  hath  not  where  to  lay  his  head." 
He  "made  himself  of  no  reputation,  and  took  upon  him  the 
form  of  a  servant,  and  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  men." 
Glory  be  to  his  blessed  name  ! 

But  Mr.  Barker  tells  us,  as  another  reason  why  you  should 
reject  the  miraculous  conception,  that  you  hear  nothing  of 
Jesus  for  28  years.  So  then  it  follows,  that  however  well 
authenticated  may  be  the  account  of  his  birth,  and  of  his  minis- 
try at  a  certain  age,  and  of  his  death  and  resurrection,  you 
are  not  to  believe  the  miraculous  conception  unleis  you  have 
the  whole  of  his  history  before  you.  You  may  believe  the 
circumstances  of  his  death-:—you  may  believe  his  resurrection, 
without  having  that  history ;  but  you  are  not,  on  any  account 
whatever,  to  believe  the  miraculous  conception,  unless  you 
have  the  whole  of  his  history  before  you.  Wonderful  logic ; 
and  still  more  wonderful  theology!     But,  then,  it  is  false, 
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We  have  something  recorded  of  Christ  between  the  period  of 
liis  infancy  and  his  public  ministry.  We  are  told  that  he  grew 
in  wisdom  and  in  stature,  and  in  favour  with  God  and  with 
men.  We  are  told  that  at  twelve  years  of  age  he  went  to  the 
-temple,  and  there  gave  tokens  of  wisdom  and  devotedness  to 
his  Father's  will.  But  Mr.  Barker  will  not  believe  that.  And 
•would  he  believe  the  whole  narrative,  think  you,  if  it  recorded 
every  event  in  the  liistory  of  the  Saviour?  If  he  rejects  the 
/first  fact,  would  he  believe  the  rest  1 

He  tells  us,  as  another  reason  why  we  should  reject  the 
miraculous  conception,  that  Anna  the  prophetess  spoke  to  all 
about  her  of  the  Saviour's  miraculous  conception  ;  and  that 
.  afterwards  we  hear  no  more  about  him.  It  is  false.  Anna 
did  not  speak  to  the  people  about  our  Lord's  miraculous  con- 
ception. She  spoke  to  them  not  a  word  about  it,  that  I  can 
find ;  but  spoke  of  him  as  being  the  Redeemer  of  mankind. 

Mr.  Barker  alleges  as  another  argument  why  we  ought  to 
reject  the  miraculous  conception,  and  to  take  our  scissors  and 
cut  away  the  two  first  chapters  of  the  gospels  of  Matthew  and 
of  Luke,  that  ^'Grod  has  not  given  us  a  reason  for  it."  So  that 
^we  are  never  to  believe  in  the  great  and  eternal  Jehovah  until 
he  explains  to  the  creature  of  a  day  every  reason  for  his  con- 
duct !  Did  God -explain  to  Adam  the  reason  why  he  was  for- 
bid to  eat  of  the  tree  of  knowledge  ?  Did  God  explain  to 
Abraham  the  reason  why  he  called  upon  him  to  sacrifice  his 
son  ?  Did  Abraham  wait  for  a  reason  before  he  went  forward 
to  obey?  And,  besides,  if  God  had  given  a  reason,  it  is  more 
than  probable  that  Mr.  Barker  would  never  have  believed  it. 
Jf  he  reject  the /cK^  as  a  fiction,  he  might  easily  treat  the 
reason  as  being  a  poetical  fable.  But,  then,  the  pious  mind 
tan  see  a  reason — an  important  reason,  why  the  shrine  in 
which  the  God-head  dwelt  should  be  miraculously  conceived 
— can  see  important  reasons  why  the  humanity  of  the  glorious 
Redeemer  should  become  incarnate  in  this  miraculous  and 
mysterious  manner.  But  God  never  panders  to  human  pride. 
And  unbeUevers  would  not  submit  to  Grod's  authority,  what- 
-ever  reasons  he  might  condescend  to  give  for  his  conduct. 

Another  reason  why  we  are  to  reject  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion is  this,  that  the  Saviour's  brethren,  as  Mr.  Barker  says, 
did  not  believe  on  him.  So,  then,  because  thw  did  not  believe 
on  him,  we  are  to  imitate  their  conduct,  and  reject  the  mi- 
raculous conception !  Just  the  argument,  in  principle,  which 
the  infidel.  Gibbon  puts  forth,  by  insinuation,  in  his  Decline 
and  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire,  where  he  insinuates,  with  the 
characteristic  subtlety  of  his  specious  mind,  that  it  is  strange 
that  the  Jews  should  reject  the  Saviour,  and  the  Gentiles  em- 
vbrace  him ;  intimating  that  there  is  no  good  reason  for  the 
cGentiles  accepting  4^^>  since  his  own  countrymen,  who  saw 
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his  miracles,  rejected  him.  But  there  is  no  evidence  that  his 
brethren  did  know  of  his  miraculous  conception :  and  if  they 
did  know,  there  is  no  rational  ground  for  supposing  that  would 
be  a  sufficient  reason  to  prevent  them  from  rejecting  him. 
They  saw  his  miracles — ^they  beheld  the  wonders  that  sprung 
from  his  touch,  or  fiat,  or  command — ^they  beheld  the  dead 
rise  at  his  bidding,  and  five  thousand  people  fed  with  five 
barley  loaves  and  a  few  fishes — and  the v  knew  that  devils 
acknowledged  his  divinity ;  but  though  ne  presented  before 
their  eyes  these  stupendous  manifestations  of  nis  power  and  of 
his  glory,  they  still  continued  in  hardness  and  unbelief.  How, 
then,  was  it  likely  that  the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion would  neutralize  an  unbelief  that  could  not  be  subdued 
by  all  the  wonders  they  beheld  around  them  ? 

Further ;  Mr.  Barker  gives  us  some  criticisms.    I  shall  have 
occasion  to  notice  some  of  his  criticisms.     He  tells  us  that 
William  Qooke  denies  the  Scriptures  in  something  like  about 
eighty  instances,  where  Christ  calls  himself  "  tiie  son  of  man." 
Because  he  is  called  the  son  of  man,  Mr.  Barker  argues  that 
he  could  not  be  miraculously  conceived.    If  Mr.  Barker  be  a 
scholar,  he  ought  to  know  that  the  word  "  wan,"  in  English  ; 
the  word  "  Adamy^  in  Hebrew ;  the  word  "  aifthropoSy*  in 
Greek  ;  -end  the  word  "  homoy^  in  Latin,  are  all  expressive  of 
the  female  as  well  as  of  the  male  part  of  the  human  race.— - 
(Applause,  and  calls  to  "  Order.")     I  refer  you  in  the  first 
instance,  to  the  first  chapter  of  Genesis,  and  27th  verse  ;  and 
here  you  find  the  Hebrew  word  "  Adam^^  comprehending  both 
gender &»    *♦  So  God  created  man  \Ada7fi\  in  his  own  image,  in 
the  image  of  God  created  he  him  ;  male  and  female  created  he 
ihemy    Here  the  word  ^^  Adam^*  covers  both  genders,  the 
male  and  the  female — the  man  and  the  woman.    And  the  apostle 
Paul,  when  writing  to  the  Corinthians,  1st  epistle,  11th  chap- 
ter, 8th  verse,  says, — "  For  the  man  is  not  of  the  woman  ;  but 
the  woman  of  the  man.    Neither  was  the  man  created  for  the 
woman  ;  but  the  woman  for  the  man."    The  fact  is,  that  the 
word  man  comprehends  both  :  and  hence,  in  Jewish  genealo- 
gies, the  woman  loses  her  individual  descent  when  she  is  the 
wife  of  the  man  ;  she  loses  her  descent,  politically  considered, 
and  is  merged  in  the  person  of  the  man :  and  hence  you  find 
in  the  genealogies,  that  it  is  only  the  male  line  that  are  adop- 
ted and  made  public  in  the  registers  ; — I  mean  to  say,  tne 
male  is  the  only  line  in  which  the  genealogy  is  traced.    But 
now  for  the  eighty  instances  in  which  he  says  William  Cooke 
has  denied  the  Holy  Scriptures  in  maintaining  that  Christ, 
according  to  the  Evangelists,  was  bom  of  the  Virgin  Mary, 
and  not  the  natural  progeny  of  Joseph.    Have  I  denied  the 
Holy  Scriptures?  Mr^  Barker  ought  to  have  known  that  there 
are  two  Greek  words  to  express  the  human  kind.    The  one  is 
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Aner,  which  does  refer  to  the  male  part  of  the  human  race 
almost  exclusively :  the  other  is,  AnthropoSy  which  compre- 
hends female  as  well  as  male.  If  Mr.  Barker  will  refer  to 
Schleusner,  or  Groves,  or  Greenfield,  he  will  find  Anthrqpos 
put  in  the  common  gender ,  for  both  male  and  female :  and  it  is 
a  remarkable  circumstance  that  in  all  the  eighty  cases  Mr. 
Barker  has  referred  to,  there  is  not  one  in  which  the  word  Aner^ 
which  means  man  properly,  is  employed  ;  but  in  every  in- 
stance it  is  the  word  AnthropoSy  which  means  both  man  and 
woman.  (Applause.)  It  is  not  uios  andros,  the  son  of  man; 
but  uios  anthropUy  the  son  of  a  human  being ;  simply  charac- 
terizing our  Lord's  human  ncUure^  simply  implying  that  he 
was  human — ^partaking  of  the  flesh  and  olood  of  our  common 
nature. 

I  had  to  notice,  on  a  former  evening,  that  Mr.  Barker,  while 
attacking  the  Holy  Scriptures — while  endeavouring  to  unsettle 
their  authority, — while  talking  about  the  absurdity  which 
arises  from  various  readings,  and  all  that  kind  of  thing,  was 
himself  ignorant  of  the  gender  of  a  Greek  pronoun ; — ^that  he 
professed  to  instruct  and  reform  the  whole  world  by  his  criti- 
cisms, yet  he  was  ignorant  of  the  gender  of  a  Greek  pronoun  ; 
or,  if  not  ignorant,  he  concealed  the  truth  from  his  hearers^ 
and  built  upon  that  concealment  a  false  proposition ! 

I  have  now  to  refer  to  another  criticism,  which  is  contained, 
I  believe,  in  the  4th  chapter  and  4th  verse  of  the  epistle  to  the 
Galatians.    I'll  refer  to  it,  if  my  time  is  not  going  too  fast. 

Mr.  Grakt. — ^You  have  rather  better  than  a  quarter  of  an 
hour,  between  a  quarter  of  an  hour  and  twenty  minutes. 

Mr.  Cookb. — ^Very  well.  The  apostle  says — "  But  when 
the  fulness  of  the  time  was  come,  Grod  sent  forth  his  Son,  made 
of  a  woman,  made  under  the  law.*'  Made  of  a  woman.  Now 
Mr.  Barker,  with  his  critical  wit,  his  ingenuity,  and  modesty 
too,  winch  jFew  will  imitate,  spoke  of  the  manner  in  which  a 
man  is  made ;  and  asked  you,  is  a  man  made  of  a  woman 
without  a  man  ?  Let  me  tell  you  that  in  the  passage  referred 
to,  the  preposition  is  one  which  does  not  here  indicate  agency, 
but  implies  the  passiveness  of  the  mother  of  the  Saviour.  It 
is  not  upoy  by  ;  it  is  not  e»,  by  ;  it  is  not  diay  by  or  throughy  all 
denoting  agency ;  but  it  is  ek  gunaikos,  fr<my  or  ouZ  of  the 
vxmum.  And  thus  then,  Christ  was  made  ofy  or  from  the 
woman,  being  conceived  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  All  beautifully 
and  critically  harmonizing  with  the  declaration  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, that  the  human  nature  of  Christ  was  conceived  by  the 
Holy  Ghost. 

]rfr.  Barker,  last  evening,  referred  to  a  variety  of  passages  ; 
and,  because  I  had  not  time  to  notice  them  then,  said,  with  an 
air  of  triumph,  "  I  suppose  my  arguments  are  admitted  by  my 
opponent."    Well,  let  us  see.    He  referred  to  the  3rd  chapter 


I  ■ 


224 

of  Genesis,  and  the  15th  verse,  where  Christ  is  said  to  be  the 
seed  of  the  woman  ;  and,  forsooth,  because  he  is  called  the  seed 
not  of  the  man  but  of  the  woman,  I  am  to  admit  that  as  a 
proof  that  Joseph  was  his  father  I  In  Galatians,  4th  chapter, 
and  4th  verse — ^the  passage  I  before  referred  to— he  is  said  to 
be  made  not  from  man  but  from  a  woman  ;  and  I  am  to  admit, 
from  that,  that  he  is  the  son  of  Joseph  !  He  referred  to  the 
words,  "  being  made  flesh,"  in  the  1st  chapter  of  John,  verse 
14  ;  and  I  will  read  you  that  passage.  It  is  a  very  important 
:One,  and  should  not  be  hastily  passed  by.  Now  mark  the  proof 
that  Christ  was  the  Son  of  Joseph  !  "  In  the  beginning  was 
the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was 
God."  The.  Son  of  Joseph !  "  The  same  was  in  the  beginning 
with  God.  All  things  were  made  by  him  ;  and  without  him 
was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made."  The  Son  of  Joseph  1 
And  at  the  14th  verse  we  read  that  this  "  Word  was  made 
^esh,  and  dwelt  among  us,  (and  we  beheld  his  glory,  the  glory 
as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father,)  full  of  grace  and  truth  ;*' 
;and  tlmt  is  a  proof  that  he  was  the  son  of  Joseph,  and  that  the 
miraculous  conception  is  a  fiction  !  Such  reasoning  as  that  I 
jiever  had  to  combat  before  in  my  days. 

Well !  but  Mr.  Barker  proceeded  in  the  next  place  to  make 
ta,  regular  attack  upon  the  Holy  Scriptures — ^a  regular  attack 
upon  God's  blessed  word.  He  spoke  of  mutilations  and  inter- 
sretations ;  and  in  fact,  from  what  he  said,  a  person  might  be 
led  to  believe  that  there  was  no  certainty  at  all  with  regard  to 
the  text  of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  Now  these  are  the  facts  that 
contradict  Mr.  Barker.  As  to  the  alleged  negligence  with 
regard  to  the  transcribing  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  the  accuracy 
And  the  diligence  of  the  Jews  were  proverbial ;  and  the  accu- 
aracy  and  diligence  of  the  Christians  were  proverbial.  It  is 
true  that  in  cases  where  individuals  copied  for  themseJ/oes^  there 
would  be,  sometimes,  negligence  :  but  when  copies  were  made 
for  liturgical  puiposes,  to  be  used  in  churches,  they  were  made 
And  examined^  with  scrupulous  care.  Men  called  scribes,  or 
librarii,  were  employed  on  purpose  for  this  important  work ; 
And  after  they  had  executed  their  task,  the  volume  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  rigid  scrutiny  of  a  number  of  authorities,  em- 
ployed or  appointed  by  the  church  to  examine  the  whole ;  and 
jf  errors  were  found,  the  volume  was  discarded,  and  another 
copy  had  to  be  produced,  Mr.  Barker  knows  that  there  was 
immense  care  taken  to  preserve  the  Holy  Scriptures  from  cor- 
ruption. And  when  mistakes  had  occured  among  the  various 
copies,  there  were  examinations  made  by  pious  and  talented 
individuals,  who  watched  over  the  truth,  and  were  anxious 
for  its  preservation  and  its  propagation  down  to  after-ages. — 
Even  the  paragraphs,  the  verses,  the  sentences,  the  words,  and 
and  the  very  leters  which  compose  the  Holy  Scriptures  were 
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^equently  numbered  as  an  indication  of  the  care  which  was^^ 
exercised  to  preserve  them  from  corruption. 

But  let  me  just  state  one  or  two  things  before  my  time  ex- 
pires. Dr.  Kennicott — and  let  those  men  speak  and  be  heard 
who  have  paid  attention  to  this  subject — let  not  the  rambling; 
and  careless  remarks  of  any  individual,  on  a  subject  so  inti- 
mately connected  with  our  faith,  be  regarded,  ha  let  the  Ian- 
guage  of  those  who  ham  devoted  their  lives  to  the  mbje^  he  regard- 
ed;— ^Dr.  Kennicott  devoted  thirty  years  to  the  examination 
of  Hebrew  manuscripts ;  and  at  the  end  of  that  time  expressed 
something  like  regret  that  his  labour  was  lost,  because  ne  had- 
fawnd  <mt  no  importcmt  variations  after  all  his  researches.  But 
a  pious  friend,  who  heard  him,  consoled  him  by  saying,  "  Doc- 
tor, your  labour  is  not  lost ;  for  it  results  in  this  great  fact, 
that  your  labour  has  tended  to  show  the  preservation  and  the^ 
incorruptness  of  the  volume  on  which  our  hopes  are  placed," 
Dr.  Griesbach  examined  the  manuscripts  laboriously.  After 
him,  Schulz,  who  is  a  very  great  authority,  devoted  his  time 
and  his  energies  to  the  same  work.  Schulz  is  one  of  our  stan- 
dard authorities.  And  what  is  the  result  of  their  toil  ?  What 
is  the  result  of  explorements  of  the  archives  of  nations  ?  What 
is  the  result  of  their  sifting  investigations  ?  Why^  the  resuU  is, 
that  the  received  text  has  become  increasingly  atethenticated  and 
established  hy  the  labowrs  of  the^e  men  ;  and  that  some  passages^ 
(as  I  shall  have  occasion  to  show  you  when  I  come  to  speak 
about  Christ's  divinity,)  which  had  been  marked  as  domtfid, 
have  been  restored  to  their  proper  plaees  in  the  sacred  text,  and 
their  authority  established  on  a  solid  foundation. 

I  might  refer  you,  but  I  have  not  time,  to  the  testimony 
even  of  the  Unitarian  Testament — I  mean  the  Testament  whicL 
has  been  translated  by  them — in  which  there  is  a  declaration^ 
as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  whole  of  the  sacred  text,  with  th& 
exception  of  a  few  minor  matters.  And,  if  you  please,  you 
can  read  that  testimony  at  your  leisure.  I  am  grieved  at  my 
heart  that  Mr.  Barker  should  make  an  attack  against  the  inte- 
grity of  the  sacred  volume.  I  have  heard  of  those  who,  when, 
unable  to  combat  the  physical  powers  of  their  enemies,  have 
sought  their  destruction  by  poisoning  their  fountains  and 
springs.  I  have  heard  of  others  who  with  their  axes  have 
liewn  down  the  palm  trees  in  Egjr^  on  which  the  inhabitants- 
subsisted.  And  the  attack  of  Mr.  Barker  against  the  integrity 
of  the  Scriptures  appears  to  me  to  approximate  to  attempts 
like  these,  and  should  be  repudiated  by  every  lover  of  truths 
and  by  every  one  who  has  a  regard  for  the  Christian  revela- 
tion as  taught  in  the  New  Testament.  I  should  have  expected 
from  him,  as  a  professing  Christian,  language  calculated^ 
rather,  to  quell  doubts,  to  silence  fears,  to  inspire  confidence, 
and  to  invigorate  men's  hopes  with  regard  to  the  bright  reali- 
ties that  are  spread  before  us  in  the  Gospel  revelation. 
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I  could  quote  from  several  of  Mr.  Barker's  former  publica- 
tions, showing  that  in  better  days  Mr.  Barker  held  the  inte- 
grity of  the  sacred  volume.  And  I  will  refer  vou  to  a  passage 
or  two.  When  debating  with  Lloyd  Jones,  wno  urged  against 
Mr.  Barker  the  miraculous  conception — ^the  very  doctrine  in 
debate,  and  with  regard  to  which  Mr.  Barker  now  tries  to  in- 
vent as  many  contradictions  as  he  possibly  can, — he  then 
observed,  at  the  44th  pa^, — "  It  has  been  twice  insinuated 
that  there  are  discrepanciea  in  the  New  Testament.  There  are 
no  such  things  as  discrepancies  in  the  Gospels  from  beginning 
to  end.  That  is  not  the  subject  for  disscussion  this  evening  ; 
but  I  am  prepared  to  prove  the  statement  at  a  proper  time, — 
that  the  New  Testament  contains  no  discrepancies ;  but  that  its 
teachings,  from  end  to  end,  are  all  in  perfect  agreement."  And  if 
you  refer  to  a  subsequent  page,  the  116th,  Mr.  Barker  again 
says, — "  I  should  like  all  present  to  read  the  New  Testament  for 
themselves.  What  Lloyd  Jones  has  said,  that  he  has  confined 
himself  to  what  was  done  by  Christians,  or  as  he  ought  to 
have  expressed  it,  by  parties  who  call  themselves  Christians,  is 
true.  He  has  done  jnst  so  :  all  his  arguments  refer  to  that 
one  point :  he  has  not  stated  a  word  about  Christianity  as 
taught  in  the  New  Testament,  though  we  agreed  to  make  that 
book  our  only  standard.  I  may  say,  that  had  I  only  known 
Cliristianity  from  what  he  has  stated  of  it,  or  had  I  only  stu- 
died it  as  1  found  it  imperfectly  exhibited  in  the  character  or 
writings  of  some  professing  Christians,  I,  too,  could  not  have 
loved  it.  Or  if  I  had  only  read  what  infidels  have  said  about 
it,  instead  of  reading  the  Scriptures  themselves,  I,  too,  might 
have  yielded  to  infidelity.  Indeed  there  was  a  time  when  I 
looked  at  Christianity  as  it  is  misrepresented  by  infidels  and 
false  pretenders  to  Christianity,  and  1  had  almost  turned  infi- 
del myself :  but,  thank  God,  I  went  to  the  fountain  head  ;  I 
read  the  New  Testament ;  I  looked  on  Christianity  as  un- 
folded there,  in  the  examples  and  doctrines  of  its  first  teachers, 
and  I  found  it  to  be — what  I  still  find  it  to  be — ^the  Truth,'* 
in  large  capitals.  «  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT  HAS  TRUTH 
WITHOUT  ANY  MIXTURE  OF  ERROR  FOR  ITS 
CONTENTS." 

That  statement  is  correct ;  and  I  am  grieved  that  Mr.  Bar- 
ker should  subsequently  tell  us,  or  rather  ask  us  a  question, 
in  the  following  language  : — **  And  can  this  two-mouthed 
guide,"  referring  to  the  Bible,  **  and  double-tongued  director, 
that  would  lead  me  east  and  west  at  the  same  time,  be  an 
infallible  guide  ?"  And  again  he  says, — "  If  when  you  say  that 
the  Scriptures  are  an  infallible  guide  you  mean  that  they  are 
an  infallible  guide  in  this  sense  merely,  that  those  who  make 
a  proper  use  of  them,  and  act  according  to  the  light  they  re- 
ceive from  them  as  well  as  according  to  the  light  they  re- 
ceive from  other  sources,  will  infallibly  be  saved,  you  aro 
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right."  Then  Mr.  Barker  goes  on  to  af!ii*m  to  his  readers  that 
the  writings  of  Plato,  of  Mahomet,  and  of  Cicero,  are  infaUible 
guides  in  this  sense — ^thus  placing  the  writings  of  heathen 
philosophers, — of  Plato,  Cicero,  and  the  impostor  Mahomet 
himself,  on  a  par  with  the  Holy  Scriptures,  so  far  as  their 
being  an  infallible  guide  is  concerned. 

I  know  that  good  will  result  from  this  discussion.  I  know 
that  now  the  public  will  be  made  aware  of  what  Mr.  Barker's 
sentiments  really  are.  The  public  will  know  what  Mr.  Bar- 
ker wishes,  with  respect  to  the  Holy  Scriptures.  The  public 
will  now  be  able  to  judge  of  Mr.  Barker's  reforms.  The  public 
will  see  that  he  could  get  on  well  enough,  if  it  were  not  that 
this  holy  hook  stood  in  his  way.  If  Mr.  Barker  could  but  cut 
out  these  two  chapters,  and  cut  out  what  else  he  pleases,  so 
that  the  Bible  might  speak  every  thing  according  tonis  liking, 
he  would  probably  be  content.  But  while  this  blessed  bo<3c 
retains  its  authority — ^while  it  is  held  and  viewed  by  men  with 
reverence,  with  awe,  and  with  confidence,  as  the  inspired  word 
of  God — as  the  infallible  word  of  God,  Mr.  Barker's  system 
cannot  prevail.  As  his  denial  of  the  miraculous  conception 
has  failed,  so  must  his  other  dogmas,  equally  unfounded,  fail 
in  their  turn  ;  and  orthodoxy-,  denounced  as  it  may  be  by  him, 
and  hated  as  it  may  be  by  him,  shall,  after  all,  nourish,  and 
expand,  and  diffuse  its  trmmphs  ;  and  Christians  shall  yet  see 
deluded  men  return  to  right  deling  and  to  confidence  in  God's 
word,  and  develope,  in  their  conduct,  a  practical  demonstration 
of  the  divine  reality  and  power  of  pure  and  unadulterated 
religion.  Yes  !  Christianity  shall  flourish  in  spite  of  all  its 
enemies,  and  God  shall  be  glorified.     (Loud  applause.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — ^I  beg  leave  to  say,  that  I  have  received  a  note 
from  Mr.  Larkin's  son,  apologizing  for  his  absence  on  account 
of  an  unavoidable  professional  engagement. 

Mr.  GiLMORE : — ^I  trust,  gentlemen,  that  you  will  give  to 
Mr.  Barker  the  same  fair  and  patient  hearing,  that  you  have 
given  to  Mr.  Cooke.  It  adds  greatly  to  the  character  of  the 
meeting,  when  there  is  peace  and  quietness.  I  think  that, 
under  the  influence  of  Christianity,  we  should  all  show  an 
example  of  candour, — we  should  all  be  desirous  to  know  the 
truth  ;  and  I  trust  no  man  will  lay  a  stumbling-block  in  the 
way  of  truth,  but  let  us  all  hear  what  may  be  advanced  on 
both  sides  of  the  question.  Mr.  Barker  will  now  address  the 
meeting. 

MR.  BARKER  : — Respected  Chairmen :  my  Friends,--!  am 
glad  that  my  opponent  has  at  last  come  to  something  like  argu- 
ment ;  that  he  has  at  least  attempted  to  meet  some  of  the 
arguments  which  I  brought  forward  on  the  subject  of  the 
miraculous  conception :  and  though  he  has  passed  oyer  the 
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principal  arguments,  and  dwelt  upon  the  other  arguments 
not  as  given  by  me,  but  as  he  appears  to  have  misunderstood 
or  misrepresented  them,  and  though  the  others  which  he  did 
meet  are  not  of  the  first  importance,  yet  I  still  feel  glad  that 
something  like  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  argue  the  subject 
before  this  audience.  I  feel  persuaded  that  when  both  sides 
of  any  question  are  brought  before  an  audience  possessed  of 
common  understanding,  and  in  any  measure  free  from  preju- 
dice, truth  must  be  unfolded  to  their  minds,  and  good  must 
be  the  result.  I  am,  however,  sorry  that  the  subject  on 
which  the  whole  of  this  force  has  been  spent,  has  not  been 
^ny  of  the  subjects  which  were  given  in  by  my  opponent,  on 
the  list,  as  the  subjects  to  be  discussed  on  the  present  evening. 
I  am  sorry  that  a  subject  of  the  least  importance— a  subject 
not  in  the  list  of  subjects  for  discussion,  should  still  be  thrust 
forward,  even  after  I  am  debarred  from  discussing  it ;  and 
that  you  should  be  left  in  the  dark  as  to  my  opponent's  views 
•on  other  matters  of  "the  highest  importance,  and  of  a  more 
practical  character. 

I  shall,  however,  briefly  notice  what  my  opponent  has 
.advanced  on  the  present  occasion  ;  and  then  proceed  to  the 
;subjects  announced  by  Mr.  Gooke  himself  as  the  subjects  for 
discussion  this  evening. 

It  was  my  intention  to  have  made  some  remarks  in 
reference  to  the  regulations  drawn  up  for  this  debate,  and  in 
reply  to  a  charge  which  has  been  brought  against  me  of 
breaking  through  those  regulations.  I  have  to  state  that  the 
^regulations  which  I  have  signed,  have  been  respected  by  me 
as  far  as  I  understood  them ;  and  that  I  have  not  wilfully,  in 
any  point,  deviated  from  their  requirements.  While,  on  the 
contrary,  I  assert  that  my  opponent  has  broken  them  less 
or  more  at  every  meeting;  for  while  they  completely  prohibit 
all  reference  to  personal  matters,  every  one  must  have  observ- 
ed that,  in  every  speech  he  has  made,  personal  matters  have 
formed  the  subject  of  a  considerable  portion  of  my  opponent's 
jemjiarks. 

Again,  when  I  have  attempted  to  quote  from  John  Wes- 
ley, from  dictionaries,  and  from  other  authors,  illustrating 
and  confirming  the  views  I  have  given  on  certain  passages  of 
Scripture,  or  matters  of  history,  or  on  points  of  philology, 
I  have  been  interrupted,  as  if  I  were  bretiking  the  regulations 
of  the  meeting.     Now  I  mean  to  state  that  the  regulations 
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forbid  no  reference  to  any  dictionary  or  lexicon,  nor  to  any 
work  of  history,  theology,  or  philology,  except  in  one  case, 
-and  that  is  when  it  is  disputed  whether  a  passage  be  or  be 
not  a  part  of  the  original  text  of  the  sacred  writings.  In 
other  cases,  the  regulations  give  my  opponents  no  authority 
to  interupt  me  as  they  have  so  often  done.  And  in  reference 
to  the  excepted  cases,  to  which  the  regulations  refer,  I  have 
never  appealed  to  any  authorities,  but  those  named  in  the 
list  contained  in  the  regulations. 

It  was,  however,  supposed,  that  I  ought  not  to  have  said 
a  word  against  the  genuineness  of  those  chapters,  to  which 
reference  has  been  so  frequently  made,  because   I  had  ac- 
knowledged that  they  were  found  in  all  the  manuscripts, 
and  in  all  the  versions,  with  which  we  are  acquainted  as 
being  at  present  in   existence.     But,  then,  it  ought  to  be 
understood,  that  the  question  as  to  whether  a  passage  be  in 
all  the  manuscripts  and  versions,  and  the  question   as   to 
whether  it  <mgkt  to  be  there,  are  two  quite  different  questions. 
I  had  acknowledged  that  the  chapters  which  cont^ned  this 
account,  were  in  the  versions  and  in  4;he  manuscripts.     I 
had,  however,  abundance  of  proof,  from  the    manuscripts 
and  from  the  versions  themselves,  as  well  as  from  other 
sources,  that  those  passages  might  not  to  be  there.    If  I  were 
disked  whether  the  word  "  God, "  in  the  first  epistle  to  Timo- 
thy, forming  part  of  the  passage — "God  was  manifest  in 
the  flesh,"  were  in  the  Alexandrian  manuscript,  I  should 
say,  Yes.    If  the  question  was,  whether  the  word  God  ought 
to  be  there,  I  should  appeal  to  the  manuscript,  not  only  to 
ascertain  whether,  the  word  was  there  or  not,  but  to  ascertain 
whether  there  were  not  marks  or  evidences  in  the  manuscript 
to  show  that  it  ought  not  to  be  there.     In  order  to  this,  I 
should  ask,  how  does  the  word  stand  in  reference  to  the  con- 
text ?     In  what  ink  is  it  written  ?     In  what  hand- writing  is 
it  found  1     Many  orthodox  theologians  have  said  that  the 
word  Theos  is  in  the  manuscript,  and  so  it  is,  but  there  is 
proof  even  in  the  manuscript  itself  that  it  is  a  forgery.     Mr. 
John  Scott  Porter,  of  Belfast,  examined  the   Alexandrian 
manuscript  in  the  British  Museum,  and  he  states  that  there 
is  the  word  Theos  in  the  manuscript.  But  he  also  states  that 
it  is  manifestly  written  in  a  different  ink,  at  a  different  time, 
and  in  a  different  hand-writing  from  the  rest  of  the  manuscript^ 
«o  that,  though  it  be  there,  the  difference  of  ink  and  hand- 
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writing  show  that  it  ought  not  to  be  there.  So  in  reference  to 
the  common  version ;  I  say  these  chapters  are  in  the  common 
version,  as  well  as  in  all  manuscripts  and  all  other  versions 
with  which  we  are  now  acquainted ;  but  T  also  say,  that  the 
common  version  gives  abundant  evidence  that  they  ought  not 
to  be  there,  because  they  contradict  the  context,  both  that 
going  before,  and  that  following  them,  and  are  at  variance 
with  the  New  Testament  generally.  In  the  line  of  argument, 
therefore,  which  I  chose  to  pursue,  I  was  in  order,  and 
ought  not  to  have  been  interrupted. 

My  opponent  says  that  I  confessed  these  chapters  were 
part  of  God's  word. — I  did  no  such  thing. 

He  says,  I  acknowledged  some  truths  which  overturned 
my  principles. — I  fancy  not.  He  mentioned  none.  I  am 
persuaded  that  the  principles  which  I  have  advocated  are  true; 
and  no  one  truth  can  overthrow  another. 

He  says,  I  acknowledged  the  chapters  about  the  miracu- 
lous conception  to  be  in  all  the  manuscripts  and  versions ; 
and  therefore  I  admitted  the  doctrine. — I  did  no  such  thing. 
As  I  have  shown,  to  acknowledge  that  the  chapters  are  in 
the  manuscripts  and  versions,  and  to  acknowledge  that  they 
are  genuine,  are  two  quite  different  things. 

He  refers,  then,  to  the  article  in  the  1 9th  "  Christian," 
and  speaks  about  the  prophecies  respecting  Christ  as  an  indi- 
vidual. He  says,  the  chapters  referred  to  contain  proofs  that 
Jesus  was  foretold  as  an  individual,  and  that  he  was  the 
Christ  from  his  birth.  The  chapters,  however,  have  been 
already  proved  to  be  spurious — (hissing  and  laughter,  fol- 
lowed by  applause) — and  they  are,  therefore,  of  no  weight 
or  authority.  Either  these  chapters,  or  the  Gospels  gene- 
rally, nmst  be  rejected  ;  and  as  we  cannot  reject  the  Gos- 
pels, as  the  Gospels  have  all  the  evidence  that  we  had  a 
right  to  expect  in  favour  of  such  documents,  we  must  reject 
the  disputed  chapters. 

He  says,  God  foreknew  Christ's  character.  I  answer,  The 
Scriptures  no  where  say  so. 

He  refers  to  my  statement  that  Christ  became  a  pious 
young  man,  which  supposes  that  he  once  was  not  pious  ;  and 
he  says,  that  if  he  was  once  not  pious,  then  he  was  a  sinner. 
I  answer,  that  no  child  is  a  sinner  at  its  birth  ;  and  yet,  no 
new-born  child  can  be  called  pious.  Every  child  is  born  free 
from  sin,  but  yet  he  is  not  born  pious,  though  he  is  born 
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\vith  such  a  nature  that  he  may  become  so  as  he  grows  up. 
Christ  was  made  in  all  points  like  unto  his  brethren  ;  and 
what,  therefore,  is  applicable  to  children  generally,  in  this 
case,  is  equally  applicable  to  Christ. 

He  speaks  about  the  terrible  consequences  resulting  from 
my  views.  But  what  are  the  consequences  resulting  from 
his  1  If  Christ  was  not  made  like  unto  his  brethren, — if  his 
character  was  fixed  from  his  birth,  then  he  was  not  a  free 
agent ;  and  if  Christ  was  not  a  free  agent,  he  was  not  an  ac- 
countable being.  In  that  case,  he  would  have  no  virtue. 
He  did  as  he  did  because  he  could  do  no  other ;  and  no 
credit  is  to  be  given  to  him  for  what  he  was  or  what  he  did. 
On  this  supposition,  his  trials  were  a  mere  sham,  and  his 
temptations  were  not  real.  He  was  not  subject  to  the  same 
failings  and  trials  to  which  we  are  subject.  Therefore,  he 
could  not  be  our  exemplar.  He  could  not  feel  as  we  feel  ; 
nor  was  he  subject  to  our  infirmities  and  weaknesses.  He 
could  not  sympathize  with  us,  because  he  could  not  fail, 
though  tempted  :  and  therefore  he  could  not  be  our  exam- 
ple, and  if  he  could  not  be  our  example,  he  could  not  be 
our  Saviour.  How  easily  we  may  draw  terrible  consequences 
firom  principles,  if  we  let  our  imaginations  run  loose.  The 
consequences,  however,  that  I  have  stated  to  result  from  my 
opponent's  views,  are  real ;  while  those  which  my  opponent 
has  stated  to  result  from  my  views,  are  merely  fanciful ;  for 
God,  of  course,  could  bestow  upon  his  Son,  though  exactly 
like  his  brethren  in  nature,  whatever  was  necessaiy  to  make 
him  a  perfect  Saviour,  both  for  time  and  for  eternity.  And 
we  know  from  the  plainest  testimony  of  the  apostle  Peter, 
that  Jesus  was  not  a  Saviour  or  the  Messiah  by  birth,  but 
by  God's  appointment  after  ;  for  he  tells  us,  that  God  exalted 
Christ,  whom  the  Jews  slew,  to  be  a  Prince  and  a  Saviour  ; 
and  that  the  same  Jesus  whom  the  Jews  crucified,  God 
had  made  both  Lord  and  Christ.  And  the  same  doctrine 
is  taught  by  the  other  apostles. 

He  says,  he  obtained  some  victory,  and  obtained  it  by  good 
means.  I  was  not  aware,  myself,  that  he  had  obtained  a 
victory ;  and  I  must  acknowledge  that  what  he  calls  "  a 
victory,'*  I  would  not  have  for  all  the  world.  If  I  had 
gained  such  a  victory,  I  should  never  be  able  to  look  up 
again. 
He  stated  that  he  would  meet  my  objections  against  the  genu- 


232^ 

ihenese  of  the  chapters  in  connection  with  the  story  of  the* 
miraculous  conception.  You  will  remember  some  of  my 
objections  ;  and  I  will  name  a  few  of  them  again,  and  you. 
will  see  whether  he  has  met  them  or  not.  My  first  objection 
was,  that  the  genealogies  traced  Jesus  through  Joseph  up  to 
David  ;  and  that  if  Joseph  was  not  the  father  of  Jesus,  then 
l^e  genealogies  were  of  no  use  ;  and  could  only  be  intended, 
as  some  of  the  Fathers  said,  to  cheat  the  Jews.  Has  my 
opponent  answered  that  objection  ?  The  two  genealogies  give 
the  descent  of  Jesus  through  Joseph  ;  but  if  the  story  of  the 
miraculous  conception  be  true,  Jesus  did  not  descend  through 
Joseph  ;  and  the  genealogies  are  of  no  use.  Another  was, 
respecting  Joseph  being  stated  to  have  i»'oposed  to  put  away 
his  wife  in  a  way  contrary  to  the  law,  because  he  was  a  just 
man,  and  respected  the  law.  Another  was,  the  passage 
where  Jesus  is  said  to  have  been  called  Jesv^,  in  fulfilment 
of  a  prophecy.  But  the  prophet  referred  to  stated  that  the 
individual  of  whom  he  spake  was  to  be  called,  not  Jesus,  but 
Emmanuel,  Another  was,  that  the  prophecy  concerning  a 
virgin  conceiving  and  bearing  a  son  referred  to  a  person  born 
in  the  days  of  Ahaz  ;  that  the  person  referred  to  was  born 
in  those  days  ;  and  that,  therefore,  it  could  not  refer  to  Jesus, 
or,  if  it  did,  that  two  persons  were  bom  of  a  virgin — ^that 
two  were  called  Emmanuel — and  that  Jesus,  even  by  my 
opponent,  is  thus  placed  on  a  level  with  the  promised  son, 
to  be  bom  in  the  reign  of  Ahaz.  Another  objection  which 
I  made,  was  drawn  from  the  prophecy  concerning  the  des- 
truction of  the  children — Rachel  weeping  for  her  children,  as 
represented  by  Jeremiah.  We  showed  that  the  children  re*- 
ferred  to  by  the  prophet,  were  the  children  of  Israel ;  not 
the  babes  of  Bethlehem,  but  the  children  of  Israel  generally  ;. 
the  people  of  Israel ; — that  the  prophecy,  consequently,  as  it 
is  called,  had  no  reference  to  the  innocent  babes  slaughtered 
by  Herod,  and  was  therefore  thus  applied  by  mistake.  Ano- 
tlier  was,  the  pretended  prophecy — "  Out  of  Egypt  have 
I  called  my  son."  This,  we  showed,  had  reference  simply, 
to  a  matter  of  fact,  that  God  had  called  the  Jews  out  of 
Egypt,  and  was  therefore  applied  to  Jesus  by  mistake.  The^ 
party  so  applying  it  could  not  be  the  well-instructed  Mat- 
thew, the  Evangelist.  Another  was,  the  passage  about  being, 
called  a  Nazarene ;  and  another  was,  the  inconsistency  be- 
tween the  concluding  verse  of  the  second  chapter,  and  ther 
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following  one,  the  third,  which  commences  with  the  ministry 
of  John  the  Baptist.  "  In  those  days,"  i.  e.  in  the  days  just 
before  mentioned,  "  came  John  the  Baptist,"  &c.  The  days 
mentioned  before  are  the  days  of  our  Saviour's  infancy.  In 
•chapter  2nd,  last  verse,  he  is  a  babe  :  in  the  third  chapter,  he 
has  arrived  at  manhood.  And  yet  the  words  are,  "  in  those 
days,"  the  days  of  his  infancy,  which  are  immediately  pre- 
ceding. He  is  thus  spoken  of  as  a  babe,  and  reached  his 
manhood  at  one  time  ;  thus  leaving  twenty-eight  years  alto- 
gether unaccounted  for. 

Another  argument  brought  forward  against  the  miraculous 
conception  was  this,  that  Jesus,  who  preached  the  Gospel, 
never  once  named  it.  No  such  doctrine  is  to  be  found  ia 
any  of  his  discourses.  Another  was,  that  Mark  gives  no  ac- 
count of  the  miraculous  conception,  and  yet  he  says — "  The 
beginning  of  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  it  is  written 
in  the  prophets," — and  then  he  proceeds  with  an  account  of 
John  the  Baptist,  and  makes  thai  the  beginning  of  the  Gos- 
pel of  Christ.  Another  argument  was,  that  none  of  the 
apostles  had  ever  taught  the  doctrine  ;  that  in  all  their  dis- 
courses, whether  to  Jews  or  Gentiles,  and  in  all  their  writ- 
ings, too,  there  is  not  to  be  found  one  single  hint  at  what  my 
opponent  states  is  not  only  a  truth,  but  the  first,  and  a  funda- 
mental, and  essential  doctrine  of  the  Gospel.  We  also 
observed,  that  when  Paul  tells  us  what  Gospel  he  received 
'from  Jesus,  we  find  no  miraculous  conception  mentioned  in 
it ;  and  that  when  he  tells  us  what  Gospel  he  preached  to 
.the  Corinthians,  which  he  says  would  save  them  if  they  held 
it  fast  and  acted  according  to  it,  there  is  no  allusion  to  the 
miraculous  conception.  Thus  we  find,  from  first  to  last,  in 
.the  discourses  of  Christ  and  his  apostles,  and  in  the  writings 
of  the  apostles  to  the  churches  and  to  one  another,  an  entire 
absence  of  all  allusion  to  any  such  doctrine  as  the  miraculous 
'Conception  ;  and  yet  we  are  called  upon  not  only  to  believe  it 
Irue,  but  to  believe  that  it  forms  the  first  essential  doctrine 
4)f  Christianity. .  These  are  some  of  the  arguments  which  I 
brought  forward ;  which  my  opponent  has  not  met ;  and 
which,  so  far  bjs  I  am  aware,  he  has  not  even  noticed.  Ano- 
ther argument  was,  that  Jesus  is  called  the  son  of  Joseph — 
that  he  was  regarded  as  such  by  Nathaniel  and  the  Jews 
generally — ^that  Jesus  never  corrected  their  error,  if  it  was 
one ;  and  that  though  his  being  Joseph's  son  was  brought 
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forward  by  some  of  them  as  an  objection  to  him  and  his 
JVIessiahship,  he  never  once  attempted  to  correct  the  error, 
and  so  relieve  them  from  their  difficulty,  and  bring  them  to 
receive  the  truth. 

My  opponent  thinks  he  has  found  a  good  solution  of 
the  difficulty  arising  from  the  fact  that  Jesus  is  generally 
spoken  of  as  the  Son  of  man.  How  much  more  consistent 
would  it  have  been  to  have  taken  the  simple  explanation  of 
the  matter' given  in  the  genealogies,  which  tell  us  that 
Joseph  was  a  descendant  of  David,  and  gives  Joseph  as  the 
father  of  Jesus  ?  Here  is  a  solution  which  common  sense 
can  understand  ;  and  which  requires  no  learning,  no  laboured 
ingenuity,  to  recommend  it  to  our  minds. 

He  says,  it  was  I  that  proposed  to  appeal  to  the  Fathers. 
I  never  proposed  to  appeal  to  them  as  an  authority  on  any 
doctrine  ;  but  simply  wished  that  we  might  both  be  at 
liberty  to  get  any  hght  which  they  could  shed  upon  the  genu- 
ineness or  spuriousness  of  any  passage  contained  in  the 
<jommon  version  of  the  New  Testament.  I  only  wanted 
each  to  have  liberty  to  appeal  to  them,  as  we  appeal  to  dic- 
tionaries, grammars,  histories,  and  the  like^  on  aU  points  to 
which  their  testimony  might  be  of  service.  On  matters  of 
character,  they  are  of  no  authority  against  those  who  are 
opposed  to  them.  On  matters  of  doctrine  they  are  no  autho- 
rities. The  Fathers  generally  abound  in  follies  and  absur- 
dities ;  and  sometimes  in  things  worse  than  absurdities.  Yet 
there  is  not  a  single  Father  whose  works  may  not  be  of  use, 
if  appealed  to  in  a  proper  manner,  and  for  a  proper  purpose, 
— the  purpose  which  I  have  just  named. 

He  says,  I  did  not  give  page,  work,  &c.,  when  I  referred 
to  the  Fathers.  The  page,  work,  &c.,  are  at  the  service  of 
any  individual  who  wants  them.     (Laughter.) 

He  says,  I  attributed  sentiments  to  the  Fathers  which  are 
not  to  be  found  in  their  works.  He  gave,  however,  no  proof 
of  this,  I  may  add,  that  I  shall  lay  the  passages  of  the 
Fathers  to  which  I  referred  before  you  in  another  form?  and 
you  shall  judge  for  yourselves. 

He  says.  Dr.  Burton  convicted  Priestley  and  Belsham  of  a 
number  of  bare-faced  lies.  It  would  have  been  well  if  he 
had  produced  the  hes. 

He  says,  the  Gnostics  were  the  parties  who  denounced 
marriage.     He  knows  they  were  not  the  only  parties  who 
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did  so.  Vast  multitudes  denounced  it.  At  first  but  a  fe  w 
denounced  it,  but  in  time  the  heresy  may  be  said  to  have 
become  gene^ral.  At  first  many  only  considered  marriage 
less  holy  than  abstinence,  but  allowing  that  marriage  was  not 
sinful ;  but  people  gradually  became  more  corrupt  in  their 
views,  and  marriage  was  spoken  against  as  evil,  until  at  length 
certain  classes  were  forbidden  to  marry,  and  abstinence  from 
marriage  was  recommended  even  to  other  people  generally. 
The  doctrine  prevailed  very  early,  that  though  marriage  was 
good,  virginity  was  better  ;  and  this  doctrine,  carried  to  the 
extreme,  at  length  made  marriage  bad,  virginity  essential, 
and  entire  seclusion  from  the  world  requisite,  if  people  were 
determined  to  make  sure  of  everlasting  life.  So  far  was  this 
error  from  being  confined  to  the  Gnostics. 

He  says,  there  were  none  who  denied  the  miraculous  con- 
ception in  the  time  of  the  Apostles.  I  answer,  there  is  no 
evidence  that  any  believed  it.  Many  were  ignorant  of  it  at 
least  in  the  times  of  the  apostles.  And  it  is  certain  that 
Christ  and  his  apostles  never  say  a  word  to  remove  this 
ignorance.  We  have  it  also  recorded  in  history  that  it  was 
disbelieved  by  the  early  Jews.  The  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes, 
for  whom  Matthew,  it  is  suppos/ed,  wrote  his  Gospel,  rejected 
the  miraculous  conception  as  a  fable,  and  refused  to  have  the 
two  first  chapters  inserted  in  his  Gospel.  It  is  also  a  his- 
torical fact  that  his  Gospel,  which  was  written  in  Hebrew, 
and  which  the  Hebrew  Christians  possessed,  had  not  those 
chapters  in  :  and  there  is  further  evidence  that  the  original 
was  likewise  without  them.  He  himself  also  told  us,  that 
the  Gnostics  and  the  Ebionites  denied  the  doctrine  ;  yet  they 
Uved  in  the  time  of  the  apostles. 

He  says,  I  made  an  attack  on  the  Scriptures,  and  taught 
my  readers  that  they  were  a  two-mouthed  guide  and  a  double- 
tongued  director,  I  say  it  is  false.  I  merely  endeavoured 
to  assist  men  in  judging  for  themselves  what  is  Scripture  and 
what  is  not ;  to  assist  them  in  distinguishing  between  what 
ignorant  or  wicked  men  have  added  to  the  Scriptures,  and 
the  Scriptures  themselves.  And  the  individuals  who  labour 
to  free  the  Scriptures  from  those  additions,  and  to  restore 
them  to  their  original  purity,  are  the  best  friends  of  the  Scrip- 
tures. When  Dr.  Kennicott,  to  whom  my  opponent  has 
referred,  examined  them  with  so  much  care,  for  this  object, 
was  he  making  an  attack  upon  them  ?     Does  not  my  oppo- 
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nent  speak  of  his  having  done  great  service  to  the  caus§  of 
Christian  truth  ?  Just  in  the  same  way  every  man  who,  in 
a  prudent  manner — for  the  honour  of  God,  and  the  welfare 
of  mankind — follows  in  Dr.  Kennicott's  steps^  and  labour* 
to  promote  the  purity  of  the  Gospel,  is  doing  service  to  the 
cause  of  truth.  Let  him  find  a  passage  in  my  works  in  which 
I  attack  the  Scriptures^  and  I  wiU  abandon  all  pretensions  to 
the  Christian  name. 

He  says,  I  sneered  at  the  name  Emmanuel,  ?.nd  spoke  of 
it  as  pitiful  that  it  should  be  applied  to  Christ.  The  state- 
ment is  a  most  awful  slander. 

He  says,  I  once  talked  of  taking  the  Scriptures  in  their 
natural  meaning.  I  take  them  in  their  natural,  obvious 
meaning  still.  No  man  takes  the  Scriptures  in  their  plain  and 
obvious  meaning  more  than  I  do  ;  few  so  much.  I  have 
•done  so  during  the  present  discussion,  when  laying  before 
you  my  views  on  the  atonement,  the  nature  of  faith,  and  the 
like ;  and  you  have  had  abundant  evidence  that  I  have  not 
advanced  a  single  point  which  I  have  net  substantiated  by 
plain,  straightforward,  unperverted,  unforced  declarations  of 
Christ  and  of  his  apostles.    • 

He  repeats  that  I  sneered  at  the  prophecies  applied  to 
Christ.  I  sneered  at  nothing  ;  but  I  did  show  that  some  of 
the  passages  quoted  in  what  are  called  the  first  and  second 
chapters  of  Matthew,  were  no  prophecies  at  all,  and  that 
others  which  were  prophecies,  referred  to  other  matters,  and 
not  to  Jesus  Christ. 

He  says,  there  is  no  need  to  pity  the  evangelists.  True  ; 
but  we  must,  however,  either  reject  the  chapters  containing 
the  story  of  the  miraculous  conception,  or  reject  the  evan- 
gelists. The  evangelists  must  be  pitied,  unless  we  reject 
those  chapters,  for  the  evangehsts  must  stand  forth  as  men 
contradicting  themselves,  if  we  allow  these  chapters  to  form 
part  of  their  writings. 

He  says,  Lardner  labours  to  account  for  the  story  of  the 
taxing.     So  he  does,  but  he  labours  in  vain. 

He  says,  if  we  have  a  discrepancy  between  Luke,  an 
inspired  writer,  and  a  profane  historian,  we  must  believe 
Luke.  True  ;  but  Luke  is  not  the  author  of  those  statements 
which  contradict  the  testimony  of  other  historians. 

My  opponent  brought  forward  a  quotation  from  Tacitui?, 
to  remove  the  difficulty  about  the  time  of  Herod's  death-    It 
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d6«6  not;  However,  remove  the  difficulty.     It  leaves  the  mat- 
ter where  it  was. 

He  says,  with  reference  to  Herod  being  troubled,  and  all 
Jerusalem  with  him,  that  it  was  not  unnatural  that  all  should 
be  troubled,  Herod  was  so  bad  a  man.  But  the  Jews  were 
expecting  their  Messiah  to  deliver  them  from  Herod.  It 
was,  therefore,  most  unnatural  that  they  should  be  troubled. 
They  anticipated  deliverance  from  Herod,  and  glory  at  the 
hands  of  the  new  king,  and  the  thought  that  their  deliverer 
was  already  come,  must  have  swelled  their  breasts  with  unut- 
terable joy,  and  brought  them  forth  to  welcome  him,  and' 
place  themselves  under  his  authority^ 

He  speaks  of  my  gaining  remote  conclusions  at  a  jump.— 
You  have,  however,  seen  me  take  some  forty  or  fifty  steady 
steps,  one  after  another  ;  and  you  have  seen  that  it  was  by 
these  straightforward  and  numerous  steps,  that  I  came  to  the^ 
conclusion,  which  has  commended  itself  to  the  judgment  of 
numbers,  that  the  two  disputed  chapters  were  not  the  pro- 
duction of  an  inspired  evangelist. 

He  says,  the  word  magoi  may  mean  wise  men,  just  as  well 
as  magicians.  It  is  never  used  in  that  sense  in  the  New 
Testament :  its  OTi^y  meaning  in  the  New  Testament  is  that 
of  sorcerers.  I  will  just  give  you  all  the  passages  in  which 
the  word,  or  its  relatives,  occur.  A<5ts  viii.  11,  mageia  ;  that 
is  the  name  of  the  art.  The  translation  is,  "  bewitched  them 
with  sorceries.''^  Acts  viii.  9^  Ttmgem  ;  that  is  the  verb,  here 
translated,  ^^v^siTig  sorcery J*^  In  Matthew,  2nd  chapter,  magoi, 
the  noun,  is  used  four  times,  and  is  translated, "  vnse  menP  The 
same  word  is  also  used  in  Acts  xiii.  6^  where  it  is  said,  "  They 
found  a  certain  sorcerer  f!*  and  in  the  8th  verse,  it  is  applied 
to  Elymas, — "  But  Elymas,  the^?ja^o«,  sorcerer,'"'*  &c.  whom 
Paul  calls  a  "child  of  the  devil.*'  and  "an  enemy  of  alL 
righteousness.*'  I  wonder  my  opponent  did  not  choose  to 
apply  it  to  myself  as  well.  (Laughter.)  Thus  the  translators 
have  uniformly  translated  the  word  sorcerer  or  sorcerers,  when . 
their 'theological  notions  did  not  tempt  them  to  do  other- 
wise, and  only  once  have  they  translated  the  word  by  softer 
terms,  where  their  notions  interfered  to  mislead  them. 

But  he  says,  perhaps  those  sorcerers  were  converted.  If 
he  choses  to  buUd  upon  a  "  perhaps,*'  let  him  do  so.  Only,, 
take  you  care  when  you  build  on  a  perhaps,  to  make  youiv 
ovm  "  perhaps/* 
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He  says,  I  brought  forward  the  fact  of  Jeeus  being  a  dfir- 
penter  as  if  it  were  a  discredit  to  Jesus.  I  did  not ;  but 
simply  brought  it  forward  to  show,  that  it  was  altogether 
improbable  and  out  of  character,  to  suppose  that  one  who 
was  believed  to  have  been  miraculously  conceived,  who  was 
known  to  be  the  Messiah,  and  to  be  God  over  all,  should  have 
been  held  in  subjection  by  earthly  parents,  and  employed  by 
them  as  a  carpenter.  And  if  there  be  parents  in  the  universe 
that  could  hold  in  subjection  the  God  over  all,  blessed  for 
evermore,  and  employ  him  as  a  carpenter,  let  me  see  those 
parents. 

He  represented  me  as  saying,  that  we  should  reject  the 
miraculous  conception,  because  we  have  not  the  twenty-eight 
years  of  the  history  of  Christ  from  his  childhood  to  his  public 
ministry.  I  brought  forward  that  faxjt  simply  to  prove  the 
discrepancy  between  the  two  chapters  containing  the  miracu- 
lous conception,  and  the  rest  of  the  Gospel. 

Another  reason,  my  opponent  said,  that  I  brought  forward 
for  rejecting  the  miraculous  conception  was,  that  Anna  spake 
of  it.  I  never  brought  that  forward  as  a  reason  against  it ; 
but  merely  to  show,  that  if  the  fact  existed,  it  had  been  pub- 
licly spoken  of,  and  must  have  been  generally  known. 

He  says^— Did  God  explain  to  Adam  the  reason  why  he 
forbad  him  to  use  the  tree  ?  Most  certainly,  he  did.  He 
told  him,  "the  day  thou  eatest  thereof  thou  shalt  surely  die." 

He  says — Did  God  explain  to  Abraham  the  reason  for  cal- 
ling upon  him  to  offer  up  his  son  ?  Most  certainly.  He  told 
him  it  was  to  try  him  ;  and  when  he  had  tried  him,  he  said, 
"Now  I  know  that  thou  feaiest  me,"  &c.,  and  added,  that  he 
would  now  bestow  on  him  the  blessings  he  had  previously 
promised  to  bestow. 

He  says,  if  God  had  given  a  reason,  perhaps  Mr.  Barker 
would  not  have  believed  it.  And  he  who  utters  that  insinu  - 
ation,  calls  himself  a  Christian  minister  !  Of  course,  such 
things  admit  no  answer. 

He  says,  there  is  no  evidence  that  Christ's  brethren  were 
aware  of  his  miraculous  conception.  True  ;  there  is  no  inti- 
mation that  they  had  ever  heard  of  it.  That  might  have  been 
brought  forward  by  myself  as  additional  proof  that  the  story 
is  not  true. 

He  said  something  about  my  being  ignorant  of  a  Greek 
pronoun  ;  but  as  I  did  not  understand  what  he  referred  to, 
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I  can  make  no  reply,  and  of  course  I  must  pass  the  matter 
over.     (Loud  laughter^ 

His  reterences  to  Genesis  iii.  and  to  John  i.  14,  were  all 
misrepresentations  of  what  I  stated ;  as  all  who  heard  my 
statement  will  remember. 

He  says,  I  made  a  regular  attack  on  God's  holy  word. 
The  statement  is  a  gross  slander. 

He  says,  the  accuracy  of  the  Christians  in  transcribing  the 
Scriptures  was  proverbial.  I  answer,  there  are  not  two 
manuscripts  in  existence  alike  ;  nor  two  versions.  There 
are  upwards  of  a  million  various  readings.  Many  corrup- 
tions, too,  have  been  detected  ;  and  all  those  corruptions  are 
on  the  Trinitarian  or  orthodox  side — those  corruptions  bear- 
ing exclusively,  I  might  say,  but  most  assuredly  generally,  on 
the  great  fundamental  points  of  orthodox  belief.  (Disappro- 
bation.) At  the  same  time,  the  Scriptures  are  sufficiently 
correct  for  all  important  purposes  :  and  where  there  are  cor- 
ruptions, we  still  have  the  means  of  correcting  those  errors  ; 
and  of  restoring  the  Scriptures,  in  a  great  measure,  to  their 
original  purity. 

He  made  a  quotation  from  one  of  my  speeches,  in  the  dis- 
cussion vdth  Lloyd  Jones,  about  my  views  of  Christianity  ; 
where  I  state,  in  substance,  that  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ 
and  his  apostles  was  every  way  worthy  of  God,  and  calcu- 
lated to. bless  mankind.  Such  are  my  views  still.  But  the 
miraculous  conception,  the  trinity,  satisfaction  to  justice, 
natural  depravity,  and  eternal  torments,  form  no  part  of 
Christianity,  as  taught  by  Christ  and  his  apostles. 

If  my  opponent  will  now  lend  me  the  pamphlet  from 
which  he  professed  to  quote  my  sentiments  about  the  Scrip 
tures,  and  refer  me  to  the  passage  in  which  the  words,  "  a 
two-mouthed  guide,  and  a  double-tongued  director,"  are  used, 
I  shall  be  much  obliged  to  him. 

Mr.  Cookk. — With  pleasure. 

Mb.  Barker. — I  will  read  you  the  passage.  In  this  pas- 
sage, I  am  referring  to  the  notion  of  my  opponent,  that  the 
Bible,  the  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament  all  together, 
are  one  infallible  guide  to  truth  and  holiness.  The  words 
are  these,  and  you  shall  juc^e  whether  he  fairly  represented 
their  meaning : — 

"  You  say  the  Bible  is  an  infaUible  guide.  Now  the  Bible 
means  the  whole  of  the  books  from  Genesis  to  Revelations. 
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But  those  books  kad  contrary  ways.  I  take  your  infallible 
guide  and  open  it,  and  my  eye  falls  on  the  words — An  eye 
for  an  eye,  dnd  a  tooth  for  a  tooth,  and  life  for  life.  Shall  I 
follow  it  ?  While  I  am  pondering  this  injunction,  I  open 
the  book  again,  and  it  says, — It  tms  said,  by  them  of  old 
time,  An  eye  for  an  ^e,  and  a  tooth  for  a  tooth.;  hU  I  say 
unto  you,  resist  920^  evil :  but  whosoever  shall  smite  thee  on 
one  cheek,  tuYn  to  him  the  other  also.  And  if  any  man  will 
sue  thee  at  the  law,  and  take  away  thy  cloak,  let  him  have 
thy  coat  also  :  and  if  any  one  shall  compel  thee  to  go  with 
him  a  mile,  go  with  him  two.  Is  this  all  one  guide  ?  And 
«an  this  two-mouthed  guide,  this  double-tongued  director, 
that  would  lead  me  east  and  west  at  the  same  time,  be  an 
infallible  guide  ?  Again  ;  I  open  the  book  once  more,  uid 
it  says.  Swear.  I  open  it  again,  and  its  says.  Swear  NOT  at 
all,  but  let  your  Yea  be  Yea,  and  your  Nay,  Nay.  I  open 
it  again,  and  it  says,  If  you  do  not  like  your  wife,  div(»'ce 
her,  but  give  her  a  writing  of  the  divorcement,  that  she  may 
"be  able  to  show  it,  and  so  be  at  liberty  to  marry  again.  I 
open  it  again,  and  it  says,  It  kcUh  been  said,  whosoever  shall 
put  away  his  wife,  let  him  give  her  a  writing  of  divorcement ; 
but  /  say  unto  you^  tha,t  whosoever  putteth  away  his  vnfe, 
saving  for  the  cause  of  fornication,  causeth  her  to  commit 
adultery ;"  and  so  forth.  (Applause,  and  calls  to  "  order.'*) 
You  see  I  6ave  here  drawn  a  contrast  between  the  Old  Tes- 
tament and  the  .New,  between  the  law  of  Moses,  and  the 
law  of  Christ,  to  show  how  opposite  they  are  to  each  other, 
and  to  show  the  folly  of  my  opponent  representing  those 
-opposite  laws  as  one  and  the  same  infallible  guide.  Now  if, 
after  this  partial  quotation,  and  wicked  miffl-epresentation  of 
my  meaning,  you  can  ever  trust  a  man  that  shall  pretend  to 
give  an  account  of  my  sentiments,  from  my  books,  without 
looking — (loud  applause) — at  my  books  for  yourselves,  you 
will  deserve  to  be  deceived.  (Loud  hissing  and  applause.) 
I  challenge  either  my  opponent,  or  all  the  orthodox  priests 
in  the  world,  to  prove  that  the  law  of  Moses  and  the  law  of 
Jesus  are  the  same.  I  challenge  all  the  orthodox  party  in 
the  world  to  prove  that  the  law  of  Jesus  is  not  better  than 
the  law  of  Moses,  and  of  course  different  from  it ;  6r  to 
show  that  the  law  of  Moses  is  not  annulled  and  thrown 
down,  and  the  law  of  Christ  established  in  its  stead,  to  be 
our  rule  for  ever  and  ever. 
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My  opponent  says,  the  Bible  stands  in  my  way,  and  in  the 
^way  oi  my  principles.  Does  the  Bible  stand  in  the  way  of 
my  views  on  the  atonement,  redemption,  faith,  &c  ?  Does  it 
not  teach  them  most  clearly  and  constantly  ?  There  is  some- 
thing else  that  stands  in  the  way  of  those  principles  ;  but  I 
have  no  doubt  that  whether  the  whole  Bible  helps  me  or 
not,  the  New  Testament  will  assist  me  ;  and  that  in  spite  of 
ail  hindrances  in  the  way — (and  they  are  neither  few  nor 
slight)— of  those  principles  which  I  advocate,  they  will  make 
their  way,  and  will,  when  known,  commend  themselves  to 
the  minds  of  men,  and  continue  to  spread  and  triumph  until 
they  have  overturned  every  false  system  of  man's  invention 
in  the  universe,  and  left  nothing  but  the  truth  as  it  is  in 
Jesus  to  occupy  the  hearts,  and  to  bless  the  lives,  of  man- 
kind. 

And  now,  friends,  I  shall  proceed  with  the  subject  which 
my  opponent  declared  he  would  introduce  on  tiie  present 
occasion  :  and  that  is,  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ;  or  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  which  is  one  part  of  tliat  doctrine.  I  did 
state,  that  if  my  opponent  did  not  enter  at  large  into  the 
subject,  I  should  choose  rather  to  take  his  views  as  contained 
in  his  pamphlet  on  the  subject,  than  the  limited,  curtailed 
statements  which  he  might  give  in  his  speech  before  this 
meeting.  As  he  has  not  chosen  to  give  his  views  on  the 
Trinity  at  length,  I  shall  take  his  views  as  laid  down  in  his 
pamphlet.  But  I  shall  first  state  my  own  views  :  and  in  so 
doing,  I  must  be  perfectly  in  order,  even  according,  to  my 
opponents  ;  for,  according  to  them,  there  is  but  one  question, 
namely — ^What  is  a  Christian  ?  and  what  are  the  principles 
of  a  Christianas  faith  and  practice  ?  for  the  whole  discussion. 

My  first  remark,  then,  is  this,  that  there  is  no  such  word 
as  "  Trinity,"  to  be  found  in  the  whole  of  the  sacred  Scrip- 
tures. 

My  second  remark,  is  this,  that  thefe  are  no  such  phrases 
as  "  three  persons  in  one  God,"  **  Trinity  in  Unity,"  "  Unity 
in  Trinity,"  or  a  "  Triune  God,"  in  the  Scriptures. 

[Some  communication  passed  from  Mr.»  Grant  to  Mr.  Gil- 
iBore,  and  was  intimated  to  Mr.  Barker  ;  who  continued.] 

Mr.  Grant  says  I  ought  to  go  on  with  the  atonement.  I 
•have  demonstrated  all  my  views  on  the  atonement  ;  and  why 
rejieat  what  T  have  already  stated,  and  what  has  never  been 
replied  to  ?     If  my  opponent  had  answered  me,  I  should 
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have  gone  on  :  but  I  have  nothing  to  reply  to.  I  shall,  there- 
fore, go  on  with  the  subjects  I  have  named,  and  which 
were  introduced  even  at  the  beginning — the  subjects  which  I 
myself  introduced  in  the  first  lecture. 

On  looking  over  Mr.  Cooke's  tract,  T  find  such  words  and 
phrases  as,  Trinity  ;  one  essence,  but  divided  into  three  per- 
sons ;  a  real  distinction  in  the  Godhead  ;  Trinity  in  Unity, 
and  Unity  in  Trinity  ;  and  a  threefold  personality  ;  the 
Triune  God  ;  three  persons  in  one  substance  ;  holy  Trinity, 
and  the  like.  I  can  only  say  that  none  of  these  words  or 
phrases  are  to  be  found  in  the  Scriptures.  They  are  all  made 
by  men  ;  and  they  are  all  both  unscriptural  and  barbarous, 
and  unmeaning  too. 

Again,  the  word  '^ persona'^  is  never  applied  to  God  in  the 
Scriptures  ;  nor  is  the  word  "  person^*  applied  to  God  more 
than  once,  and  that  is  in  Heb.  1st  chapter,  3rd  verse,  which 
is  a  mistranslation.  It  is  when  Christ  is  called  "  the  bright- 
ness of  his  Father's  glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his  per- 
son." The  word  rendered  "  person"  is  hypostasis — a  word 
which  means  nature  or  substance,  and  is  never  used  to  signify 
"  person." 

Again,  God  is  never,  in  Scripture,  called  two  or  three  ; 
but  the  Scriptures  do  expressly  declare  that  there  is  One 
God  and  but  One  God  ;  that  that  One  God  is  only  One, 
and  not  Three.  He  is  called  the  Holy  One,  the  Mighty 
One  ;  but  he  is  never  called  the  Holy  Three,  or  the  Mighty 
Three. 

It  might  be  said,  that  it  is  of  no  moment  whether  we  use 
Scripture  words  or  not,  in  stating  our  doctrines.  To  me, 
however,  it  appears  of  the  utmost  moment ;  and  when  it 
serves  my  opponent's  turn,  he  himself  can  speak  in  the  same 
way.  On  one  occasion,  he  quoted  the  words  of  Paul,  where 
he  exhorts  Timothy  to  hold  fast  the  form  of  sound  words. 
It  is  true  he  left  out  what  followed;  which  was  just  that 
part  of  the  passage  on  the  meaning  of  which  the  whole  depend- 
ed, the  part  which  says,  "  even  the  words  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ."  Still,  I  suppose  he  will  acknowledge  the  goodness  of 
the  advice.  Now  if  we  are  to  hold  fast  the  words  of  Jesus 
Christ  in  speaking  of  the  God  whom  he  came  to  reveal,  my 
opponent  must  be  altogether  wrong  in  taking,  in  their  stead, 
these  barbarous,  latinized  words,  that  have  neither  common 
sense  nor  Scripture  to  recommend  them. 
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Another  remark  is  this,  that  as  the  word  *'  Trinity,"  or  the 
words  "  Three  persons  in  one  God,"  are  not  in  the  Bible,  no  one 
can  prove  that  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  is  there  :  for  the 
doctrine  itself  is  acknowledged  to  be  unintelligible — is  ac- 
knowledged to  be  an  incomprehensible  mystery,  even  by  its 
advocates  themselves.  No  one  can  explain  what  Three  per- 
sons in  one  God  means,  as  the  Orthodox  use  these  words. 
So  that  no  one  can  know  what  it  is  they  seek  for  in  any  pas> 
sages  of  Scripture,  when  they  are  directed  to  seek  for  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity.  I  may  use  the  word  "  atonement," 
which  is  not  now  found  in  anv  of  the  later  versions  of  the 
New  Testament,  as  the  name  of  a  Scripture  doctrine.  Should 
any  one  say.  There  is  no  such  word  as  atonement  in  the  New 
Testament,  I  might  reply  ;  True,  the  word  is  not  there,  but 
the  thing  sJgnified  by  the  word  is  there.  But  how  am  I  to 
prove  that  the  thing  is  there  ?  I  answer,  by  explaining  the 
word,  and  showing  what  it  means,  and  then  going  to  the 
Scriptures  to  find  if  the  same  thing  which  I  have  given  as 
the  meaning  is  not  in  the  Scriptures.  I  explain  "atonement"  to 
mean  reconciliation — the  reconciliation  of  man  to  God.  I 
go  to  the  Scriptures,  and  I  find  the  doctrine  of  reconciliation 
plainly  stated.  So  that  of  course  I  prove  that  though  the 
word  "atonement"  is  not  in  the  later  versions,  the  ^Am^, 
reconciliation,  which  is  what  I  mean  by  the  word,  is  there, 
by  finding  passages  where  the  doctrine  of  reconciliation  is 
taught  in  the  plainest  and  most  intelligible  terms.  But  my 
opponents  not  only  cannot  find  the  words  trinity,  and  Three 
persons  in  one  God,  in  the  Scriptures,  but  they  cannot  tell 
you  what  they  mean  by  trinity — they  cannot  tell  you  what 
they  tJfiemselves  mean  by  Three  persons  in  one  God.  So 
that  you  cannot  get  hold  of  the  meaning  of  the  words,  in 
order  to  enable  you  to  go  and  see  whether  the  thing  be  in 
the  Scriptures  or  not.  And  as  you  have  no  idea  what  it  is 
that  you  are  to  seek  for,  how  can  you  tell  when  you  have 
found  it,  or  found  a  passage  that  contains  it  1  Unless,  there- 
fore, you  find  the  very  words, — such  as  Trinity,  or  Three 
persons  in  one  God,  or  Trinity  in  Unity,  and  Unity  in 
Trinity, — ^you  cannot  find  the  doctrine;  for  the  doctrine 
itself  is  unintelligible,  inexplicable. 

Again,  my  opponent  has,  in  his  tract,  attempted  to  give  an 
explanation  of  the  words  Three  persons  in  one  God,  in  some 
obscure  form.  He  says,  it  is  three  real,  not  nominal,  distinc- 
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tions  in  the  Deity.  But  he  tells  us,  at  the  same  time,  that 
what  kind  of  distinctions  they  are,  he  cannot  explain.  So 
that  he  only  explains  one  dark  word  by  another.  He  only 
exchanges  one  bit  of  a  cloud  for  another,  and  leaves  the  dark- 
ness still  visible  and  impenetrable.  And  the  new  words  are 
quite  as  unscriptural  as  the  old  ones.  There  is  nothing  said 
in  Scripture  about  three  distinctions  in  the  Godhead. 

Again,  the  word  "  person"  in  ordinary  language,  means  an 
individual  being,  and  "  three  persons"  mean  three  individual 
beings.  Now  the  same  word,  if  it  have  any  meaning  at  all 
that  can  be  understood,  will  have  the  same  signification  when 
applied  to  the  Divine  Being  :  and  three  divine  persons  will 
be  three  divine  beings,  and  three  divine  beings  will  be  three 
Gods.  So  that  the  doctrine,  if  it  be  any  thing  at  all,  is,  that 
there  are  three  Gods  in  one  God  ;  and  if  the  word  person  is 
not  used  in  its  common  signification,  if  it  be  used  in  an  un- 
known, unintelligible  signification,  then  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity  will  mean  three  nobody  knows  what.     (Hissing.) 

My  opponent,  however,  contends  that  his  doctrine  of  the 
trinity  has  been  held  and  taught  by  heathen  writers  ;  by 
the  ancient  Jewish  writers  previous  to  Christ's  birth  ;  as 
well  as  by  the  early  Christians  generally.  These,  his  state- 
ments, I  am  wishful  very  briefly  to  notice  ;  more  especially 
as  they  will  show  the  credit  that  is  due  to  Mr.  Cooke's  pro- 
fessed quotations  from  those  ancient  Pagans,  and  those 
ancient  Jewish  and  Christian  writers. 

He  tells  us,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  doctrine  of  a 
trinity  in  the  Godhead  was  held  by  heathen  nations  in 
every  part  of  the  world,  and  in  all  ages :  and  he  professes 
to  quote  a  number  of  authors  in  support  of  that  statement. 
Now  it  might  be  enough  for  us  to  answer, — that  if  all  the 
ancient  heathens  had  held  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  it 
would  furnish  no  proof  of  its  truth  ;  for  we  know  that  the 
heathen  nations  generally  are  chained  by  Paul,  from  the  be- 
ginning, with  the  crime  of  corrupting  the  truth  of  Grod  and 
turning  it  into  a  lie.  They  are  charged  not  only  vrith  having 
multiplied  gods  without  end,  but  vrith  having  lost  the  know- 
ledge of  the  true  God  :  and  they  are  represented  by  the 
apostle  as  being  atheists,  or,  as  it  is  translated, — as  being 
without  God,  as  well  as  without  hope  in  the  world. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  the  statement  of  my  opponent  is 
not  true.     I  have  read  ancient  Pagan  writers,  both  Greeks 
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and  Romans  ;  and  I  never  found  any  thing  like  the  ortho- 
dox doctrine  of  the  trinity  in  any  of  those  ancient  heathen 
writers.  We  know  that  Plato  had  a  trinity  of  his  own ;  but 
it  was  not  the  Christian  trinity — that  is  to  say,  the  Ortho- 
dox trinity.  It  was  a  trinity  that  was  very  likely  the 
father  of  the  Orthodox  trinity  ;  but  the  father  is  still  unlike 
th»  child.  The  child  has  grown  into  a  monster  a  thousand 
times  more  hideous  than  its  original  parent  ever  was. 

One  of  the  quotations  which  my  opponent  professes  to 
give  is  from  Seneca  in  his  work  to  Helvia.  I  won't  read  it 
to  you  in  Latin ;  but  my  opponent  may,  if  he  pleases. 
(Laughter.)  Seneca  is  telling  his  friend  that  the  affairs  of 
the  Universe  are  admirably  well  ordered — ^that  they  are 
ordered  in  such  a  way,  that  those  things  which  are  most 
valuable  are  the  most  secure  ;  and  that  those  of  our  posses- 
sions or  enjoyments  which  are  the  most  uncertain,  are  those 
which  are  of  least  importance, — ^that  however  people  may 
slander  and  injure  us,  there  are  two  great  blessings,  our  com- 
mon nature  as  men,  and  our  own  virtue  or  goodness,  which 
our  persecutors  can  never  take  from  us.  And  then  he  pro- 
ceeds to  say, — "  It  has  been  ordered,  believe  me,  by  Him, 
whoever  he  was,  who  formed  the  universe,  whether  the 
Almighty  God  himself,  or  the  incorporeal  reason,  the  artificer 
of  all  great  works,  or  the  divine  spirit  diffused  through  all 
things,  the  least  as  well  as  the  greatest,  or  fate  and  the  im- 
mutable series  of  cohering  causes,  it  has  been  ordered,  I  say, 
that  nothing  but  our  most  worthless  possessions  shall  be  in 
the  power  of  another.  A  most  admirable  arrangement  !'*  I 
ask,  Where  is  the  trinity  here  ?  Seneca  simply  refers  to  a 
number  of  different  notions  which  prevailed  about  the  origin 
or  maker  of  the  world,  and  says,  whichever  notion  be  true, 
whoever  the  maker  of  the  world  might  be,  he  had  ordered 
things  well.  He  does  not,  himself,  profess  to  believe  either 
in  one  or  other  of  these  notions,  but  brings  forward  four  or 
five  notions  held  by  different  parties,  and  simply  says,  which- 
ever notion  be  true — whether  the  world  was  made  by  God, 
as  some  contend,  or  reason,  or  some  divine  spirit  diffused 
through  all,  or  fate, — whichever  it  was,  the  world  was  well 
made.  As  you  may  see,  Seneca  mentions  four  or  five  sup- 
posed authors  of  the  world,  not  three  ;  but  my  opponent,  by 
stopping  his  quotation  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence,  and 
giving  part  of  the  sehteiice  as  if  it  were  the  whole,  has  com- 
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pletely  misrepresented  the  author's  meaning.  But  as  for  the 
trinity,  there  is  not  the  slightest  vestige  of  it  to  be  found  in 
the  passage.  And  yet  Wm.  Cooke  is  the  individual  who 
professes  to  speak  of  other  people  misquoting  !     V/ 

Again  ;  he  tells  us  that  no  fact  is  more  clear,  or  more  fully 
attested,  than  that  the  ancient  Jews  believed  in  the  trinity. 
I  reply,  that  assertion  is  quite  opposite  to  the  truth.  In  the 
first  place,  the  Jews  themselves  state  that  the  doctrine  is  not 
taught  in  the  writings  of  their  forefathers.  And  in  the  second 
place,  even  orthodox  divines  have  declared  that  the  ancient 
Jews  never  could  find  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  in  the  Scrip- 
tures. Bishop  Beveridge  himself,  and  other  orthodox  writers, 
attest  the  same  truth — that  the  Jews  never  made  it,  never 
could  make  it,  an  article  of  faith.  But  assuming  that  the 
Jewish  writers  really  .had  held  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity, 
what  would  the  testimony  be  worth  ?  Jesus  Christ  has  given 
an  account  of  the  character  of  those  ancient  Jewish  teachers, 
and  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  remind  you  of  Christ's  words. 
I  shall  not  imitate  my  opponent,  who,  when  he  pretended  to 
give  you  the  character  of  Marcion,  quoted  only  the  testimony 
of  those  orthodox  fathers  who  were  his  persecutors  and  slan- 
derers, and  who,  on  such  matters,  were  unworthy  of  the 
slightest  credit :  I  shall  quote  from  Jesus  Christ,  whose  tes- 
timony my  opponent  will  not  call  in  question.  He  tells  you 
that  the  ancient  Jewish  Babbies  were  men  who  substituted 
their  own  traditions  for  the  doctrines  of  God  ;  persons  who 
got  hold  of  the  keys  of  knowledge,  or  of  the  kingdom  of  hea- 
ven, but  would  neither  go  in  themselves,  nor  suffer  those  who 
were  entering  to  go  in  ;  blind  leaders  of  the  blind ;  men  who 
devoured  widows'  houses,  and  for  a  pretence  made  long 
prayers  ;  a  race  of  serpents  ;  a  generation  of  vipers  ;  wolves 
in  sheep's  clothing  ;  whited  sepulchres,  fair  without,  but 
within  full  of  dead  men's  bones  and  of  all  uncleanness  ;  full 
of  hypocrisy  and  iniquity ;  liars,  deceivers,  and  murderers. 
They  were,  in  fact,  the  very  men  who  were  the  chief  slan- 
derers and  persecutors  of  Chnst ;  the  men  that  called  him  a 
madman  and  a  devil,  that  charged  him  with  blasphemy, 
that  condemned  him  on  perjured  testimony,  and  then  cruci- 
fied him.  This  is  the  character  of  the  old  Jews,  to  whose 
testimony  my  opponent  refers  in  proof  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  trinity. 

My  opponent  professes  to  give  a  quotation  from  the  Tar- 
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gum  of  Jonathan,  on  Isaiah  6th  chapter  and  3rd  verse,  where 
it  is  said  "  one  cried  unto  another,  and  said,  Holy,  holy,  holy, 
is  the  Lord  of  Hosts.''  He  tells  us  that  the  comment  of 
Jonathan-  on  these  words,  is,  when  literally  translated,  as 
follows  :  "Holy,  that  is  the  Father  ;  holy,  that  is  the  Son  ; 
holy,  that  is  the  Spirit."  I  happen  to  have  an  exact  tran- 
script of  Jonathan's  comment  on  this  passage  ;  and  it  so  hap- 
pens that  in  the  whole  passage  there  is  not  the  slightest  hint 
at  a  trinity  ;  there  is  neither  the  Chaldee  word  for  Father, 
nor  the  word  for  Son,  nor  the  word  for  Spirit.  There  is 
neither  Ah^  which  is  the  word  for  Father ;  nor  Ben  or  Bar, 
\?hich  is  the  word  for  Son  ;  nor  Rudch,  which  is  the  word 
for  Spirit  ;  and  if  my  opponent  will  bring  forward  Jonathan's 
Targum,  and  let  the  matter  be  decided  by  competent  wit- 
nesses, their  testimony  shall  decide  the  point ;  and  if  he  does 
not  bring  forward  that  Targum  he  will  stand  convicted  of  a 
false  or  forged  quotation  from  Jonathan  ; — he  will  be  con- 
victed of  either  ha\dng  attempted  to  impose  upon  his  readers 
by  falsely  quoting  a  work,  which,  as  it  is  out  of  the  reach  of 
people  generally,  they  had  not  the  means  of  examining  ;  or 
else  of  carelessly  following  the  orthodox  falsifiers  which  went 
before  him. 

Again  ;  I  have  in  my  hand  a  work  by  Rammohun  Roy,  a 
convert  from  Hindooism,  a  Bramin  himself,  and  afterwards 
a  Rajah.  He  was  converted  by  reading  the  Scriptures,  with- 
out human  additions  or  perversions.  He  was  not,  however, 
converted  to  orthodox  notions  of  religion,  but  to  simple 
Christianity.  After  his  conversion,  he  began  to  instruct  his 
countrymen  in  Christianity.  He  published  first  the  precepts 
of  Jesus,  and  then  he  began  by  advocating  simple  Anti- Trini- 
tarian Christianity  :  and  the  missionaries,  Dr.  Marshman 
and  others,  immediately  commenced  slandering  and  opposing 
him.  At  page  299,  he  gives  the  commentary  of  Jonathan  ; 
and  renders  it  thus  : — "  Holy  in  the  most  high  heavens,  the 
place  of  his  glory  ;  holy  upon  earth,  the  work  of  his  power  ; 
holy  for  ever,  and  ever,  and  ever ;" — There  is  neither  Father, 
Son,  nor  Holy  Ghost  in  the  whole.     {Hear,  hear.) 

I  have  examined  some  of  my  opponent's  pretended  quota- 
tions from  the  Christian  Fathers,  by  which  he  attempts  to 
prove  that  the  early  Christians,  from  the  beginning,  held  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity  ;  and  I  find  them  of  a  similar  charac- 
ter with  those  he  has  given  from  Pagan  authors,  and  from 
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ancient  Jewish  writers.     He  knows  that  few  people  have  ac- 
cess to  those  writers,  or  he  would  not  so  frequently  refer  to 
them.     Of  course  it  is  natural  for  a  man,  when  plain  Scrip- 
ture will  not  bear  him  out,  to  have  recourse  to  Fathers  and 
Eabbies.     My  opponent  leaves  the  daylight  and  goes  into  a 
dark  room  where  there  is  plenty  of  dust,  but  no  light ;  and 
there  attempts,  by  his  busy  meddling,  to  make  people  outside 
imagine  that  he  is  achieving  some  mighty  exploit,  while  all 
the  while  he  is  merely  making  a  dust.     I  don't  wonder  at 
my  opponent  plunging  amidst  the  darkness  of  the  ancient 
Pagans,  and  more  ancient  Jews,  and  the  mysteries  and  absty:- 
dities  of  the  ancient  Fathers,  and  attempting  to  lead  away 
people  by  displays  of  pretended  learning,  because  the  plain 
testimony  of  Scripture  will  not  bear  him  out  ;  there  is  no 
plain  testimony  of  Scripture  in  favour  of  his  views.     There 
is  not  a  passage  in  the  whole  of  the  sacred  volume  that  ex- 
pressly teaches  his  doctrines.      While  the  plain  testimony  of 
Scripture  not  only  bears  me  out  in  every  thing  I  state,  but  it 
speaks  so  expressly  in  favour  of  the  views  I  advocate,  and 
uses  so  constantly  the  same  words  which  I  use,  that  if  the 
Bible  had  been  written  on  purpose  to  back  my  principles,  it 
could   not  have  done  so  more  effectually.     (Applause  and 
hissing.)     I  say,  on  every  subject  which  I  have  introduced  to 
your  notice,  the  sacred  writings  are  so  plainly,  so  clearly,  so 
distinctly,  so  constantly  in  favour  of  the  principles  I  advo- 
cate, that  if  they  had  been  written  on  purpose  to  defend  the 
principles  I  have  unfolded,  they  could  not  have  done  it  more 
completely,  they  could  not  have  been  more  perfectly  adapted 
to  my  purpose. 

But  my  opponent  goes  a  step  further.  He  proceeds,  after 
he  has  quoted  from  Pagans,  and  Jews,  and  Fathers,  to  pay  a 
little  respect  to  the  Scriptures,  and  to  propose  to  come  to 
their  testimony.  And  I  shall  now  briefly  notice  what  he 
considers  his  Scripture  arguments. 

The  first  argument  which  he  brings  forward  is,  that  in  the 
Old  Testament  the  name  of  God — the  name  most  commonly 
used  for  God,  is  &  plural  name.  The  word  is  Aleim,  as  he 
gives  it ;  or,  as  it  is  generally  given,  Elohim  ;  and  he  tells  us 
that  the  application  of  this  name  to  God,  proves  that  there 
are  three  jiersoTis  in  one  God.  He  says  the  Hebrew  lan- 
guage is  peculiaily  expressive,  and  that  its  names  of  objects 
are  not  arbitrary  signs,  but  significant  of  their  nature  and 
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properties,  or  of  some  remarkable  circumstance  designed  to 
be  preserved  in  memory ; — that,  accordingly,  the  names  of 
God  were  expressive  of  himself ;  and  were  chosen  by  him  to 
express  his  nature,  and  impart  instruction.  And  he  adds, 
that  there  must  be  a  fitness  and  propriety  in  the  names  ap- 
plied to  God  ;  they  must  be  appropriate  to  his  nature,  and 
necessary  to  explain  it.  What  are  the  principal  names  of 
God  in  Hebrew  ?  He  answers,  Jehovah  and  Elohim.  Elo- 
him  is  the  plural  of  El.  But  El  means  God.  It  is  gene- 
rally translated  God.  But  if  Elohim  be  the  plural  of  God, 
then  it  means  Gods,  And  it  is  a  fact,  that  in  the^original 
the  words  translated,  "  And  God  made  man,"  are  "  And 
Gods  made  man."  Tf,  then,  we  take  the  words  literally, 
we  must  suppose  that  Gods  made  man.  And  it  is  not  merely 
in  a  few  instances  that  Elohim  is  used  ;  it  is  used  almost 
constantly.  The  word  used  for  God  in  the  original  Hebrew 
is  nearly  always  in  the  plural  form,  and,  when  literally  trans- 
lated, it  is  Gods.  Now  my  opponent  says  the  Hebrew  lan- 
guage is  pecidiarly  expressive^  and  that  the  names  that  God 
chooses  to  give  himself  must  be  Jit  and  appropriate,  and 
must  express  his  nature  ;  but  the  very  name  which  my  oppo- 
nent says  he  has  chosen,  is  Elohim,  Gods  ;  which  would 
prove,  on  my  opponent's  principle,  that  there  are  several  Gods, 
not  three — ^for  the  number  is  not  limited,  but  is  Gods,  which 
niay  embrace  a  multiplicity  of  Gods.  He  also  tells  us  that 
the  word  translated  "  Creator'*  is  plural.  It  is  ;  and  there- 
fore the  literal  translation  of  a  well-known  passage  would 
be—"  Remember  now  thy  Creators'm  the  days  of  thy  youth." 
Thus  the  Hebrew  language,  which  is  always  so  peculiarly 
expressive,  and  the  names  given  in  which  are  always  so 
appropriate  in  describing  the  nature  and  properties,  of  the 
things  to  which  they  are  given,  proves,  on  niy  opponent's 
principle,  that  there  are  more  Makers  than  one —  more  Gods 
than  one ; — that  we  rhay  have  Makers  and  Gods  without  any 
limit,  and  without  end.  j»< 

Now  it  so  happens  that  all  the  arguments  of  my  opponent 
are  of  the  same  kind.  If  they  prove  any  thing,  they  prove, 
not  that  there  are  three  persons,  but  three  Gods,  or  rather  a 
great  multitude  of  Gods.  But  are  there  three  Gods  1  My  * 
opponent  will  say.  Nay.  The  very  word,  then,  which, 
according  to  Wm.  Cooke,  is  so  expressive  of  God's  character, 
is  not  to  be  translated  literally.  My  opponent  is  obliged  to 
renounce  his  principle.     God  is  one.     The  word  which  in 
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the  Hebrew  means  Goda,  is  constantly  translated  God.  It 
means  God.  All  the  Orthodox  Trinitarian  translators  go 
upon  that  principle,  not  one  venturing  to  translate  Elohim 
in  the  plural,  as  it  is  in  the  original.  The  word  occurs  a 
thousand  times  in  the  Scriptures,  and  yet,  when  applied  to 
God,  it  is  invariably  translated  by  the  singular  name  God, 
and  not  Gods.  When,  however,  the  same  word  is  applied 
to  heathen  deities,  it  is  always  translated  in  the  plural — ^as 
*'the  gods  of  the  heathen ;"  yet  the  word  is  the  very  same 
in  the  Hebrew,  whether  applied  to  the  heathen  gods,  or  to 
the  true  God,  Jehovah.  You  may  ask,  how,  then,  is  it 
that  a  plural  word  is  thus  used  in  the  singular  sense  ?  I 
answer,  how  is  it  that  so  many  plural  names  in  our  own 
language  have  lost  their  singular ;  as  wages,  means,  sheep, 
and  a  number  of  others  that  we  have  in  the  plural,  but  not 
in  the  singular?  Take  the  word  "  news,  "  for  instance ;  how 
is  it  that  its  singular  is  lost  ?  The  reason  is,  that  the  things 
to  which  these  words  refer,  are  generally  or  always  seen  in 
companies.  The  singular,  therefore,  falls  gradually  out  of 
use ;  the  plural  alone  remains :  and  we  come  at  length  to 
use  the  plural  noun  with  the  singular  verb,  even  where  weT 
only  mean  a  single  thing.  It  was  much  the  same  in  reference 
to  the  word  God.  All  nations  that  believed  in  a  Deity  at 
all,  believed  in  several  gods ;  and  when  speaking  of  divine 
powers,  they  always  used  the  plural  noun — their  Gods,  No 
nation  that  ever  had  a  god  at  all,  thought  of  being  content 
with  one.  Hence  the  singular  name  was  almost  lost;  and 
the  plural  name  alone  remained.  This  was  the  case  when 
God  called  Abraham  to  teach  him  the  knowledge  of  the  one 
TRUBi  God.  He  did  not  change  the  name  for  God,  but  uses 
the  common  name,  Elohim,  Gods,  But  while  he  uses  the 
plural  name,  he  puts  the  children  of  Israel  upon  their  guard 
against  misunderstanding  him,. and  imagining  that  he  was 
several  gods,  like  the  gods  of  the  nations,  saying,  "Hear,  O 
Israel,  JEHOVAH,  your  gods,  is  ONE  Jehovah."  And 
if  you  look  through  the  Old  Testament  you  will  frequently 
find  the  singular,  Jehovah,  joined  to  the  plural  Elohim,  Gods, 
They  joined  the  singular  verb  also  with  the  plural  noun,  as 
'  my  opponent  says  ;  and  this  appears  to  have  been  done  on 
purpose  to  prevent  the  idea  that  there  were  several  gods,  and 
to  teach  them  that  Jehovah  is  God  alone,  and  beside  him, 
or  with  him,  there  is  no  other  God, 
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I  ought  to  observe,  that  the  Almighty  might  wish  to   re- 
tain the  name   Elohim,  because  it  comes  from  a  word  which 
signifies  powerful,   strong,  mighty.    He  might  think,    that 
unless  he  claimed  that  title,  and  exhibited  himself  as  possess- 
sing  what  the  heathens  considered  the  chief  attribute  of  their 
gods,  power,  and  that  to  a  far  greater  extent  than  the  heathen 
gods  were  supposed  to  possess  it,  the    IsraeUtes  would  net 
be  likely  to  rest  under  his  protection.      He  therefore,  chose 
to  continue   the  plural  name,  Elohim,  which   custom  had 
deprived  of  its  singular  form,  and  which  was  given    by  sur- 
rounding nations  to  their  multitudes   of  gods  :  but  he    took 
care  to  tell  them  that  He,  who  now  used  that  name,  was  the 
sole,  solitary  God,  was  the  Most  High   over   all  the  earth. 
Here,  then,  we  have  in  the  original  the  plural  noun  Gods 
appKed  to  Jehovah  ;  and  we  have  shown  that  if  it  proves 
any  thing,  it  proves,  not  three  persons,  but  a  multiplicity  of 
Gods.     But  we  have  shown  that  it  proves  no   such  thing. 
It  only  proves  that  Jehovah  is  the  only  strong  and  mighty 
God ;  and  that,  compared  with  his,   there  is  no  power,  or 
might,  or  strength  in  existence. 

To  show  that  the  argument  in  favour  of  the  trinity,  drawn 
from  the  use  of  the  plural  word,  Elohim,  has  no  force,  and 
ought  not  to  be  relied  upon,  I  might  adduce,  in  further 
proof,  that  the  translators  of  the  Bible  have  always  given  the 
name  in  the  singular  number  wherever  it  refers  to  the  true 
God;  and  that  they  have  never  given  it  in  the  plural  but 
when  it  refers  io  false  deities, 

I  think  we  need  no  other  proof.  In  all  the  versions  in 
the  universe  the  word  is  translated  in  like  manner ; — not 
Gods,  but  God;  not  as  a  plural,  but  a  singular  name. 

There  is,  however,  this  further  proof.  In  the  New  Testa- 
ment we  find  no  other  than  the  word  Tlveos  for  God  in  the 
singular.  It  is  never  in  the  plural  at  all.  Neither  the  Latin 
word  Deus,  God,  in  the  Vulgate,  nor  the  Greek  word, 
Theos,  God,  do  we  ever  find  used  in  the  plural  number 
throughout  the  whole  New  Testament.  And  we  are  also 
expressly  taught,  that,  as  in  the  Old  Tastament,  among  the 
Jews,  so  in  the  New  Testament,  among  the  Christians, 
there  is  but  one  God,  and  his  name  is  only  one. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  arguments  of  Mr.  Cooke's 
which  might  be  noticed ;  but  I  would  rather  not  make  his 
speech  and  my  reply  at  the  same  time. 
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My  opponent  seemed  very  wishfal  to  avoid  the  question  of 
the  trinity,  or  three  persons  in  one  God, —  to  pass  it  by — 
and  to  come  to  what  he  appears  to  think  the  most  defensible 
part  of  the  doctrine,  the  deity  of  Jesus  Christ.  And  as  this 
was  one  of  the  points  announced  by  my  opponent  for  discus- 
sion this  evening,  I  shall  briefly  give  a  few  particulars  of  my 
views  on  this  subject,  and  Mr.  Cooke  may  reply  when  he 
thinks  best. 

Well,  then,  in  reference  to  Christ,  what  do  the  Scriptures 
teach  ?  Now  mark,  if  I  do  not  give  the  plain,  simple, 
natural  meaning  of  every  passage  I  quote. 

1.  In  Heb.  ii.  17,  we  are  told  that  Christ  was  "made  in 
all  things  like  unto  his  brethren."  But  his  brethren  are  not 
made  up  of  a  complete  God  and  a  perfect  man  in  one  person. 

2.  In  the  4th  chapter  of  the  same  epistle,  verse  15,  it  is 
said,  Christ  was  ^^  tempted  in  all  points  like  as  we  are."  But 
God  cannot  be  tempted  as  we  are :  nor  can  a  person  who  is 
made  up  of  perfect  God  and  perfect  man  united,  be  tempted 
as  we  are. 

3.  It  is  also  said,  in  the  same  place,  that  Christ  was 
"  touched  with  the  feeling  of  our  infirmities,"  or  weaknesses. 
But  God  cannot  have  our  infirmities,  nor  can  he  feel  them  as 
we  feel  them  ;  nor  can  a  being  made  up  of  perfect  God  and 
perfect  man. 

4.  Again;  Jesus  is  called  a  man.  He  is  called  a  man 
repeatedly.  See  John,  viii.  40, — "But  now  ye  seek  to  kill 
me,  a  man  that  hath  told  you  the  truth,  which  I  have  heard 
of  God."  Isaiah  viii.  3, — "He  is  despised  and  rejected  of 
men ;  a  Tnan  of  sorrows,  and  acquainted  with  grief."  John 
the  Baptist  said, — "After  me  cometh  a  man  which  is  pre- 
ferred before  me;  for  he  was  before  me."  Speaking  of 
Christ's  miracles,  we  are  told  by  Matthew, — "But  when  the 
multitudes  saw  it,  they  marvelled,  and  glorified  God,  which 
had  given  such  power  unto  wen."  And  in  Acts,  ii.  22,  the 
apostle  Peter  says, — "  Ye  men  of  Israel,  hear  these  words  ; 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  approved  of  God  among  you  by 
miracles,"  &c.  But  what  is  a.  man  ?  Is  it  a  being  made  up 
of  an  angel  and  a  man  ?  Or  of  a  man  and  a  perfect  God  ? 
Such  a  being  would  not  be  a  man.  It  would  be  as  improper 
to  call  such  a  being  a  man,  as  to  call  God  himself  a  man. 

5.  Again;  Jesus  is  called  "the  son  of  man"  about  84 
times ;  a  name  which  both  expresses  his  manhood,  and  his 
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descent  from  man.  It  expresses  his  simple,  pure,  and  per- 
fect manhood,  and  his  descent  from  man,  if  the  principle  of 
interpretation  laid  down  by  my  opponent  be  just, 

6.  Again  ;  Christ  is  said  to  be  the  "sent  of  God,"  or  the  Tnes- 
senger  of  God.  John  viii.  42, — "Neither  came  I  of  myself, 
but  he" — that  is,  the  Father — "sent  me."  John  xvii.  18, 
— "As  thou  hast  sent  me  into  the  world,  even  so  have  I 
also  sent  them  into  the  world."  And  numerous  other 
places.  But  €hd  could  not  be  sent  into  the  world  ;  nor 
could  God  send  God. 

7.  Again;  he  is  said  to  be  raited  up  by  God.  Acts,  xiii. 
23, — "  Of  this  man's  seed  hath  God,  according  to  his  pro- 
mise, raised  unto  Israel  a  Saviour,  Jesus."  But  God  could 
not  raise  up  God. 

8.  Christ  is  also  said  to  have  been  scmctUiedy  or  set  apart 
by  God,  and  sent  into  the  world.  John  x.  36, — "Him 
whom  the  Father  hath  sanctified,  and  sent  into  the  world." 
But  how  could  God  sanctify  or  separate  God  1  How  could 
God  sanctify  himself? 

9.  He  is  said  to  have  been  anointed  by  God.  Acts  x. 
38, — "  God  anointed  Jesus  of  Nazareth  with  the  Holy  Spirit, 
and  with  power,  who  went  about  doing  good,  and  healing  all 
that  were  oppressed  with  the  devil ;  for  God  was  tuith  him,'*^ 
It  does  not  say — for  he  was  God.  And,  again,  Heb.  i.  9, — 
"  Thou  hast  loved  righteousness,  and  hated  iniquity  ;  there- 
fore God,  even  thy  God,  hath  anointed  thee  with  the  oil  of 
gladness  above  thy  fellows." 

10.  Christ  is  called  the  "  S(m  of  God."  But  it  is  impos- 
sible that  he  who  is  the  Son  of  God  should  be  the  true  God 
himself.  If  son  refer  to  his  natwre^  it  expresses  his  deriva- 
tion from  God,  and  therefore  his  dependence  on  God  for  his 
existence  :  and  if  it  express  his  office^  power,  and  dignity,  it 
stiU  implies  that  he  had  them  all  from  God. 

1 1 .  Again  ;  Christ  tells  us  that  he  came  in  the  name  or 
avthority  of  God,  and  not  in  his  own  name.  John  v.  41, — 
"  I  am  come  in  my  Father's  name."  But  why  come  in  the 
name  of  anotlier,  if  he  himself  was  God  ?  Why  come  in  the 
name  of  another,  if  his  own  authority  was  the  authority  of 
God — ^absolute — ^supreme  ? 

12.  Christ  tells  us  that  he  received  his  doctrines  from  the 
Father.  John  vii.  16, — "  My  doctrine  is  not  mine,  but  his 
thai  sei^ne,''     But  if  he  were  God  as  truly  as  the  Father, 
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what  need  could  he  have  to  receive  his  doctriae  from  ano- 
ther ? 

13.  Again  ;  Christ  said  he  was  taught  his  doctrine  by  his 
Father.  John  viii.  28, — "  As  my  Father  hath  taugJvt  me,  T 
speak  these  things."  But  God  could  need  no  teaching. 
And  if  you  say  he  speaks  here  of  his  human  nature,  still  his 
human  nature  could  need  no  instruction  from  the  Father,  if 
there  was  one  equal  to  the  Father,  God  the  Son,  within  him. 
14.  Again,  he  says,  John  xiv.  24, — "The  word  which  ye  hear 
is  not  mine,  but  the  Father's  that  sent  me."  And  John  xvii. 
8, — "  I  have  given  unto  them  the  words  which  thou  gavest 
me."  Now  why  receive  words  and  doctrine  from  any  other 
person  in  the  Godhead,  if  he  himself  was  a  person  in  the 
Godhead,  and  equal  to  the  others  ? 

15.  Christ  wrought  his  miracles  by  the  power  of  God,  and 
not  by  his  own  power.  Matt.  xii.  28, — "  If  I  cast  out  devils 
by  the  spirit  of  God,  then  the  kingdom  of  God  is  come  nigh 
unto  you."  In  Luke  xi.  20, — "  If  I»  with  the  finger  of  God 
cast  out  devils,"  &c.  Hence  the  works  which  he  did  are 
said  to  be  his  Father's,  and  to  be  done  by  him  :  John,  xiv. 
1 0, — "  The  words  that  I  speak  unto  you,  I  speak  not  of 
myself ;  and  the  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me,  he  doeth  the 
works.^''  And  Actsii.  22 — "Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  proved 
to  be  of  God,  among  you,  by  miracles,  and  wonders,  and 
signs,  which  God  did  by  himy  This  is  not  the  language  to 
be  used  of  a  God.  If  he  were  God,  why  need  God  to  help 
him  1  If  it  was  his  human  nature  that  needed  help,  why  not 
have  help  from  his  divine  nature  ?  What  better  was  he  for 
being  God  the  Son,  if  he  could  do  nothing  without  the  help 
of  God  the  Father  1 

16.  Christ  had  all  his  power  and  authority  from  the  Father. 
Matt,  xxviii.  18, — "  All  power  "-r-authority — "  is  given  unto 
rae  in  heaven  and  in  earth."  Acts  x.  38, — "  God  anointed 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  with  the  Holy  Ghost  and  with  power, ^^ 
authority.  JBut  what  need  could  he  have  of  authority  from 
the  Father,  if  he  was  God  himself,  and  had  equal  authority 
with  the  Father? 

17.  Christ  had  every  thing  from  God.  John  iii.  35, — 
"  The  Father  loveth  the  Son,  and  hath  given  all  things  into 
his  hands."  Matt.  xi.  27, — "  All  things  are  delivered  unto 
me  of  my  Father."  But  if  he  had  been  God,  God  the  Son, 
he  could  have  received  nothing  :  he  must  have  had^l  things 
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from  the  beginning.  And  if  it  was  his  human  nature  that 
received  all,  still  there  was  no  need  for  his  human  nature  to 
receive  any  thing  from  the  Father ,  when  it  was  united  with 
God  ike  Son,  equal  to  the  Father. 

18.  Again  ;  Christ  received  his  power  or  authority  to  lay 
down  his  life  and  take  it  up  again  from  the  Father.  John 
X.  17,  18, — *'  Therefore  doth  my  Father  love  me,  because  I 
lay  down  my  life,  that  I  may  take  it  up  again.  No  man 
taketh  it  from  me,  but  I  lay  it  down  of  myself.  I  have 
power  (authority,)  to  lay  it  down,  and  I  have  power  (autho- 
rity,) to  take  it  up  again.  This  commandment,  (commission 
or  authority,)  have  I  received  of  my  Father." 

19.  Again,  it  was  from  God  the  Father  that  he  received 
the  commission  to  judge  and  bless  men.  John  v.  26,  27, — 
"  As  the  Father  hath  Hfe  in  himself,  so  hath  he  given  to  the 
Son  to  have  life  in  himself ;  and  hath  given  him  authority  to 
execute  judgment  also,  because  he  is  the  Son  of  man." 

20.  Christ  acknowledges  bis  inferiority  to  the  Father. 
John  X.  2,9, — "  My  Father,  who  gave  them  me,  is  greater 
than  aZZ."     John  xiv.  28, — "  My  Father  is  greater  than  /." 

21.  Paul  also  declares,  that  as  the  ^^  head  of  every  man 
is  ChriU,  so  the  head  of  Christ  is  God.'"*  V  Cor.  xi.  3, — 
"  But  I  would  have  you  know,  that  the  head  of  every  man 
is  Christ ;  and  the  head  of  the  woman  is  the  man  ;  and  the 
head  of  Christ  in  God."  He  also  says,  1  Cor.  iii.  23, — 
"  Ye  are  Christ's  ;  and  Christ  is  God's." 

22.  Hence  the  Father  had  the  original  disposal  of  places 
in  his  kingdom.  Matt.  xx.  23, — "  To  sit  on  my  right  hand, 
and  on  my  left,  is  not  mine  to  give,  except  to  them  for  whom 
it  is  prepared  of  my  Father." 

23.  Again,  Christ  is  said  to  receive  his  kingdom,  his  high 
name,  his  Lordship,  &c.,  from  God  ;  and  that  as  the  reward 
of  his  obedience  or  fidelity.  Acts  ii  36, — ^'God  hath  mmle 
that  same  Jesus,  whom  ye  have  crucified,  both  Lord  and 
Christ.'^  Acts  t.  30, — "  The  God  of  our  fathers  raised  up 
Jesus,  whom  ye  slew  and  hanged  on  a  tree.  Him  hath  God 
exalted  with  his  right  hand  to  be  a  Prince  and  a  Saviour." 
Phil.  ii.  9 — 11.  Because  he  was  lowly,  disinterested,  full 
of  love, — because  when  he  was  in  the  form  of  God,  and 
clothed  with  God's  authority,  he  made  not  use  of  his  great- 
ness for  selfish  purposes,  but  humbled  himself,  and  took  on 
himself  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  "  became  obedient  unto 
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deaths  even  the  death  of  the  cross  ;  therefore  God  also  hath 
highly  exalted  him,  and  given  him  a  name  which  is  above  every 
name  ;  that  at  the  name  of  Jesus  every  knee  should  bow,  of 
things  in  heaven,  and  things  in  earth,  and  things  under  the 
earth  ;  and  that  every  tongue  should  confess  that  Jesus  Christ 
is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father."  See  also  Heb.  i.  9. 
24.  Christ  received  power  to  forgive  sins  from  God. 
Matt.  ix.  1 — 8, — "  And  he  entered  into  a  ship,  and  passed 
over,  and  came  into  his  own  city.  And,  behold,  they  brought 
to  him  a  man  sick  of  the  palsy,  lying  on  a  bed  :  and  Jesus 
seeing  their  faith  said  unto  the  sick  of  the  palsy.  Son,  be  of 
good  cheer  ;  thy  sins  be  foigiven  thee.  And,  behold,  certain 
of  the  scribes  said  within  themselves,  This  man  blasphemeth. 
And  Jesus  knowing  their  thoughts  said,  Wherefore  think  ye 
evil  in  your  hearts  ?  For  whether  is  easier,  to  say,  Thy  sins 
be  forgiven  thee  ;  or  to  say,  Arise  and  walk  ?  But  that  ye  may 
know  that  the  Son  of  man  hath  power  on  earth  to  forgive  sins, 
(then  saith  he  to  the  sick  of  the  palsy,)  Arise,  take  up  thy 
oed,  and  go  unto  thine  house.  And  he  arose,  and  departed 
to  his  house.  But  when  the  multitudes  saw  it,  they  mar- 
velled, and  ^Zor/;2ec?  GOB,  which  had  GIVEN  such  power 
uriioMEN,^*  My  opponent  endeavours  to  prove  that  Christ 
must  have  been  God,  as  he  forgave  sin.  But  this  would 
prove  that  the  apostles  also  were  Gods,  for  they  received  the 
«a»i6  power.  John  xx.  21 — 23, — "  Then  said  Jesus  to  them 
again,  Peace  be  unto  you  :  as  my  Father  hath  sent  me,  even 
80  send  I  you.  And  when  he  had  said  this,  he  breathed  on 
them,  and  saith  unto  them.  Receive  ye  the  Holy  Ghost  ; 
whose  soever  sins  ye  remit,  they  are  remitted  unto  them  :  and 
whose  soever  sins  ye  retain,  they  are  retained. " 

26.  Agam,  the  God  that  was  in  Christ,  was  God  the 
Fatlier,  not  God  the  Son.  John  xiv.  8 — 11, — "Philip  saith 
unto  him,  Lord,  show  us  the  Father,  and  it  sufficeth  us. 
Jesus  said  unto  him,  Have  I  been  so  long  time  with  you,  and 
yet  hast  thou  not  known  me,  Philip  ?  he  that  hath  seen  me, 
hath  seen  the  Father  ;  and  how  sayest  thou  then.  Show  us 
the  Father  ?  Belie  vest  thou  not  that  I  am  in  the  Father, 
and  the  Father  in  me  ?  the  words  that  I  speak  unto  you,  I 
speak  not  of  myself :  and  the  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me, 
he  doeth  the  works."  It  was  not  God  the  Son,  then,  that 
dwelt  in  Jesus,  but  God  the  Father,  the  only  God  there  is. 

27.  Again,  the  Word  that  was  made  flesh  was  God  the 
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Father  ;  the  true  God,  that  made  the  world ;  not  God  the 
Son.  John  i.  1. — "In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and 
Uie  Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was  God  ;" — the 
true  God,  the  One  God,  the  only  God  there  is  ;  not  God 
the  Son.  By  tliat  one  God  all  things  were  made  ;  and  that 
one  God  became  flesh  ;  he  dwelt  in  Jesus,  and  he  manifested 
himself  through  him.  Hence  Christ  is  called  the  image  of  God, 
because  God  showed  himself  through  him — ^made  himself 
visible  to  men's  minds  through  him. 

28.  Again,  Christ  taught  that  there  is  but  one  true  God  ; 
and  that  that  true  God  is  God  the  Father.  John  xvii.3, — 
"  This  is  life  eternal,  O  Father,  that  they  may  know  thee  the 
ONLY  TRUE  GOD,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent." 

29.  Jesus  always  prayed  to  the  Father.  He  taught  us 
also  to  pray  to  the  Father,  and  he  never  taught  us  to  pray  to 
any  one  else.  Matt.  vi.  9,—"  After  this  manner,  therefore, 
pray  ye  :  Our  Father  which  art  in  heaven."  He  never  told 
us  to  pray  to  himself,  but  on  the  contrary,  he  commanded  us 
not  to  pray  to  himself.  Referring  to  the  time  when  he  should 
go  away,  he  said,  "  In  that  day  ye  shall  ask  Tne  nothing  ;" 
but  whatsoever  ye  shall  ask  the  Father  in  my  name,  he 
will  give  it  you.'^ — John  xvi.  23. 

30.  It  has  been  said  that  calling  upon  the  name  of  Christ 
means  prayer  to  Christ.  This,  however,  is  not  the  case.  It 
means  sumxxming  themselves  by  his  name  ;  taking  his  name 
on  them  as  members  of  his  church,  or  as  under  his  authority. 

31 .  Many  passages  have  been  brought  forward  to  prove  the 
pre-existence  of  Christ ;  and  some  fancy  that  they  can  prove 
his  deity  by  his  pre-existence.  There  are,  however,  many 
who  believe  in  his  pre-existence,  who  do  not  believe  in  his 
deity.  But  I  would  further  add,  that  there  is  no  proof  of 
Christ's  pre-existence.  There  is  as  clear  proof  that  Christ  died 
from  the  foundation  of  the  world — that  God  prmnised  us 
eternal  life  in  Christ  before  the  foundation  of  the  world, — as 
that  Christ  lived  before  the  foundation  of  the  world. 

32.  Again  ;  where  Christ  is  said  to  have  come  down  from 
heaven,  to  he  in  heaven,  &c.,  it  is  as  "  the  son  of  man,^^  and  not 
as  God  the  Son.  It  is  also  said  that  John  was  sent  from  God. 
But  the  meaning  is,  not  that  he  existed  with  God,  and  came  in- 
to the  world  from  another  place,  but  that  God  commissioned 
him.  So  God  sent  his  Son,  or  commissioned  him.  And  Christ 
gays, — "As  my  Father  sent  wc  into  the  world,  so  send 
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I  you  into  the  world  ;"  that  is,  sent  tiiem  on  a  divine  commis- 
fiion  to  preach,  and  teach,  and  bless  mankind. 

33.  Again  ;  in  Heb.  1.  9,  Christ  is  said  to  have  been  taken 
from  among  his  fellows.  *^  Thy  God  hath  anointed  thee  with 
the  oil  of  gladness  aihove  {ky  fellows."  He  had  fellow^s, 
equals ;  but  God  raised  him  above  his  equals,  on  account  of  his 
peculiar  piety. 

I  shall  examine  at  a  future  period  the  statements  that 
Christ  created  the  heavens  and  earth — that  he  performed  the 
same  works  of  creation  that  the  Father  did  ;  and  I  shall  be 
able  to  show  you,  by  ample  evidence,  that  the  creation  in 
which  Jesus  Christ  was  the  agent,  was  the  spiritual  creation 
— ^the  making  of  all  things  new. 

I  am  told  that  my  time  has  just  expired.  I  have  no  wish 
to  overrun  the  time.  I  thank  you  for  your  patient  hearing  ; 
and  trust  you  will  remember  what  I  have  said,  and  see, 
when  the  time  comes,  whether  my  opponent  answers  me. 
(Applause.) 


SIXTH  NIGHT. 


WEDNESDAY,  AUGUST  27,  1845. 

After  welcoming  Messrs.  Cooke  and  Barker  this  evening  in 
the  usual  manner,  the  audience  continued  retorting  cheer  for 
cheer — ^now  for  "Cooke**  and  now  for  "Barker" — for  some 
minutes. 

Mr.  Grant  : — Let  me  entreat  of  you  to  be  orderly.  You 
only  excite  your  minds,  and  unfit  yourselves  for  patient  hear- 
ing afterwards. 

The  time  having  arrived, 

Mr.  Grant  enquired, — Is  Mr.  Larkin  present?  [No  answer.] 
I  again  waited  on  Mr.  Larkin  to-day,  and  he  promised,  that, 
if  possible,  he  would  come.  We  shall  have  to  be  obliged  to 
the  Reporter  to  sit  as  umpire  again,  if  he  pleases  :  and  as  the 
time  is  now  come  for  the  discussion  to  be  resumed,  I  shall, 
without  further  preliminary,  once  more  introduce  Mr.  Cooke 
to  the  meeting  ;  but  I  again  entreat  each  and  every  one  of 
you,  on  both  sides  of  the  house,  to  maintain  silence  and  pay 
every  attention.  By  that  means,  you  will  not  only  hear,  but 
see  both  sides  of  the  house,  and  form  your  own  conclusions 
far  better  than  by  diverting  your  attention,  and  getting  excited 
and  away  from  the  subject. 
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Mr.  Cooke  : — Mr.  Chairman  :  my  Christian  friends, — For 
the  sixth  time  I  appear  before  you  to  advocate  those  sacred 
principles  on  which  we  base  our  confidence  for  the  favour  of 
God  and  everlasting  life  ;  and,  if  possible,  with  a  growing  con- 
fidence in  their  scripturalMjertainty,  and  in  their  ultimate  tri- 
umph. The  last  evening  that  I  addressed  you,  I  took  the 
liberty  of  making  a  quotation  from  one  of  Mr.  Barker's  works 
in  reference  to  the  Holv  Scriptures  ;  which  quotation  express- 
ed the  sentiments  that  IVIr.  Barker  held  respecting  the  Scrip- 
tures. He  thought  good  to  call  in  question  the  truth  of  my 
representation  ;  and,  to  contradict  it,  extended  the  quotation 
to  some  few  sentences  :  but  you  were  witnesses  that  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  quotation  only  tended  to  confirm  my  represen- 
tation, and  to  show  that  Mr.  Barker  does  hold  that  **  The  Bible 
is  a  two-motethed  ffmde  and  a  double-tongued  director" 

I  shall  take  the  liberty  allowed  me  by  the  rules  of  this  dis- 
cussion, to  make  another  short  quotation  from  the  same  work  ; 
and  Mr.  Barker  is  at  liberty,  if  he  pleases,  to  extend  the  quo- 
tation when  he  rises  to  address  you.  He  says, — "  the  differ- 
ence between  the  different  books  of  the  Bible  are  endless  ;  and 
will  you  pretend  that  when  those  clashing  and  contradicting 
books  happen  to  be  bound  up" — ^mark  the  word  "  happen  l" 
— "  bound  up  together  in  one  large  volume,  that  they  instantly 
become  a  consistent  and  infallible  guide  ?  Here  are  fifty  op 
a  hundred  books,  one  leading  you  one  way,  another  a  contrary 
way,  and  several  of  them  leading  you  no  way  at  all ;  yet,  these 
books,  when  the  bookbinder  and  printer  agree  to  put  them  all 
together,  are  to  make  one  everlasting  and  infallible  guide.  Do 
you  really  believe  such  nonsense  ?  But  it  is  needless  to  ask 
you  such  questions.  Pretend  what  you  may,  you  do  not^  be- 
lieve it,  unless  your  ignorance  be  greater  than  I  have  hitherto 
supposed  it  to  be.  But,  again,  you  say  the  Bible  is  an  infal- 
lible guide.  What  does  it  infallibly  guide  men  to  ?  Do  you 
aay, '  to  oneness  of  opinion  V  The  whole  world  cries,  No.  '  To 
oneness  of  practice  V  Our  knowledge  and  our  eyesight  cry, 
No.  To  what  then  ?  I  suppose  you  will  answer,  *  It  guides 
all  who  use  it  properly  to  God  and  to  heaven.'  Very  true  ; 
but  if  that  be  all,  we  have  many  infallible  guides.  Tliere  are 
a  thousand  things  of  which  you  may  say,  that  if  people  make 
a  right  use  of  them  they  will  guide  men  to  God  and  to  heaven. 
Afflictions,  desertions,  oppressions,  will  do  that.  And  tradition, 
and  the  preaching  of  a  popish  priest,  and  the  voice  of  instruc- 
tion which  issues  from  the  sun,  the  stars,  the  earth,  the 
dements,  the  changing  seasons,  and  the  heart  of  man,  will  do 
the  same.  And  the  works  of  Channing,  or  Priestley,  or  Wes- 
ley, or  Taylor,  or  Bunyan,  or  Barrow,  will  do  the  same.  And 
the  writings  of  Mahomet,  or  Cicero,  or  Plato,  would  do  tho 
«ame." 
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So  that  it  turns  out  I  have  not  misrepresented  Mr.  Barker's 
sentiments.    It  appears,  still,  that  the  Bible  is  a  two-mouthed 
guide  and  a  double-tongued  director  ; — ^that  its  contradictions 
and  inconsistencies  are  endless.    And  the  works  of  Channing", 
the  Socinian  ;  and  of  Priestley,  who,  as  I  before  said,  so  say  I 
again,  held  that  man  had  no  soul ;  and  the  writings  of  Maho- 
met, all  these  are  placed  upon  a  level  with  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures, as  it  regards  their  being  an  infallible  gnide.     Mahomet, 
forsooth  !  the  false  prophet  of  the  east.    Mahomet !  who  pro- 
pagated his  lying  sentiments  with  fire  and  sword.    Mahomet ! 
who  offered  eternal  life  to  those  who  murdered  human  beings 
in  propagating  his  creed.     Mahomet !  whose  appropriate  em- 
blem is  the  locust  rising  amid  the  smoke  of  the  bottomless  pit. 
Mahomet !  who  held  out  the  charms  and  sensualities  of  -a 
beastly  paradise  to  satisfy  his  votaries.    Mahomet !  whose  fol- 
lowers execrate  the  name  of  Christian.      Mahomet !  whose 
Koran,  as  every  one  knows,  is  a  forgery — ^an  insult  against 
heaven,  a  wholesale  corrupter  of  the  human  race  and  destroyer 
of  immortal  souls  ; — Mahomet's  Koran  is  placed  side  by  side 
with  your  Bible  as  being  equally  worthy  as  an  infallible  guide, 
Why  not  have  completed  the  list  with  Bolingbroke,  Shaftes- 
bury, Voltaire,  and  Tom  Pain,  and  other  infidels  whose  prin- 
ciples are  propagated  to  corrupt  the  sentiments  and  debase  the 
morals  of  mankind  1 

Last  evening,  Mr.  Barker  sought  to  contradict  a  statement 
which  I  made,  to  the  effect  that  God  did  not  in  every  instance 
give  an  account  of  himself  to  man,  nor  explain  the  reason  of 
all  his  positive  precepts  and  injunctions.  He  has  told  us  that 
God  did  explain  to  Adam  the  reason  why  he  forbad  him  to  use 
the  fruit  of  the  tree  of  knowledge.  Read  the  account  in  the 
2nd  chapter  of  Genesis,  at  the  16th  and  17th  verses,  and  you 
will  find  that  though  God  did  give  to  Adam  a  motive  for  obedi- 
ence, he  did  not  explain  to  him  the  reason  of  the  prohibition. 
Look,  also,  at  the  record  of  Abraham's  trial,  the  other  case  re- 
ferred to  by  Mr.  Barker  in  contradiction  to  my  statement. 
He  said  the  reason  God  assigned  to  Abraham  was,  that  he 
desired  to  try  him.  God  assigned  no  reason  to  Abraham  for 
the  command  to  sacrifice  his  eon.  And  Abraham  asked  for 
no  reason.  Abraham  went  forward  to  obey  the  command 
<rf  God  ;  and  yet  held  fast  the  promise  which  God  had  made 
to  him. 

Mr.  Barker,  last  evening,  furnished  some  fine  specimens  of 
his  ability  to  weave  a  web  of  sophistry ;  but  every  discerning 
mind  will  see  through  its  flimsy  texture.  For  example,  he 
reiterated  a  variety  of  his  leading  objections  to  the  incarna- 
tion ;  brought  them  up  «^«m  / — objections  which  I  had  ex- 
ploded to  atoms,  as  this  assembly  knows.  (Hissing,  applause, 
and  cries  of  "  Order."    The  hissing  being  renewed — ) 
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Mr.  Grant  ro36  and  said  : — What  will  you  benefit  by  this  ? 
—[Cries  of  "  The  Atonement."] 

Mr.  Gilmobe  : — I  trust  you  will  give  Mr.  Cooke  a  patient 
hearing. —  [Cries  of  "  Question."  "  Let  him  keep  to  the 
point,"  &c.] 

Mr.  Grant  : — You  are  forfeiting  your  pledges.  It  is  not 
your  place  to  dictate  to  the  platform. 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — I  trust  you  will  give  Mr.  Cooke  the  very 
best  hearing.  I  have  asked  Mr.  Grant  to  announce  the  subject. 
He  says,  Mr.  Cooke  will  take  his  own  way.  That  is  perfectly 
fair  ;  and  Mr.  Barker  has  the  same  liberty  as  Mr.  Cooke. 

Mr.  Grant  : — Mr.  Barker  claims  that  liberty. 
.,  Mb.  Cooke. — There  are  three  minutes,  gone,  which  I  must 
be  allowed.  Mr.  Barker  pretended  to  assail  the  important 
doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity.  And  how  did  he  do  that  ? 
Why,  just  by  establishing  three  great  principles  which  all 
Trinitarians  maintain.  He  proved  the  real  humanity  of  Christ 
to  overthrow  the  doctrine  of  his  divinity!  He  proved  tlie 
mediatorial  character  of  Christ ;  and  he  proved  the.  official 
subordination  of  Christ,— doctrines  which  are  held  and  revered 
by  every  Trinitarian.  But  I  must  notice  the  object  which  Mr. 
Barker  had,  in  introducing  these  doctrines.  His  object  was  to 
invalidate  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinitjr.  I  shall  meet 
his  arguments,  on  the  present  occasion,  chiefly  confronting 
them  with  his  oum  recorded  statements  on  this  subject.  And 
having  done  that,  I  shall  refer  to  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement 
of  the  Saviour's  death. 

You  will  remember  that  Mr.  Barker  asserted,  with  a  good 
deal  of  confidence,  that  the  Holy  Scriptures  might,  for  any 
thing  they  contain  to  the  contrary,  have  been  framed  to  express 
the  Barkerian  heresy.  (Laughter.)  I  will  not  say  Arianism, 
nor  Socinianism  ;  for  surely  Socinus  and  Arius,  Lardner  and 
Wakefied,  and  a  multitude  of  other  Unitarian  writers,  would 
have  blushed  to  avow  the  absurdities  which  are  maintained  by 
Mr.  Barker ;  but  he  did  say  that  the  Scriptures  might  have 
been  framed  on  purpose  to  express  what  I  call  the  Barkerian 
heresy.  Marvellous,  indeed  I  if  that  be  the  case,  that  neither 
Barker  nor  Barkerianism  should  make  their  appearance  in  the 
world  until  the  19th  century  !  Well,  but  he  says  the  Scrip- 
tures might  have  been  formed  for  this  purpose.  Ought  to  have 
been  formed,  I  suppose  he  meant,  and  that  such  was  his  opi^ 
nion.     But  let  us  now  examine  the  subject. 

He  told  us,  yesternight,  that  the  Bible  teaches  plainly  that 
there  is  no  trinity  ;  that  Christ  did  not  create  the  world  ;  that 
Christ  is  not  God  ;  that  Christ  is  a  simple  man  ;  that  Christ 
did 'not  exist  prior  to  his  birth.  Now  truth  is  owe,  though 
error  is  undefined  and  unlimited.  The  Bible  is  the  same  from 
one  year  to  another,    Man  may  change,  but  the  truth  of  God 
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abideth  for  ever.  Of  course,  what  truths  the  Bible  taught  a 
few  years  ago,  it  teaches  now.  I  ask,  then,  did  the  Bible  teach 
the  trinity  a  few  years  ago?  Let  us  see  what  Mr.  Barker 
says  : — "  On  the  trinity  I  would  say  that  the  Scriptures  uni- 
formly speak  of  the  Father  as  God,  of  the  Son  as  God,  and  of 
the  Holy  Ghost  as  God."  These  are  Mr.  Barker's  owi^  words. 
He  further  states,  "  And  they  (the  Scriptures)  uniformly  speak 
of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  as  three  persons."  That 
is  Mr.  Barker's  declaration  in  the  year  1833.  Here,  then,  is 
his  own  testimony,  that,  eleven  years  ago,  the  Bible  did  teach 
tliat  the  Father  is  God,  that  the  Son  is  Grod,  and  that  the  Holy 
Ghost  is  God  ;  and  that  the  same  Bible,  in  speaking  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  uniformly  speaks  of  them  as  we 
speak  of  three  persons.  If  this  be  true,  as  Mr.  Barker  states 
— ^and  true  it  is — the  Bible  has  not  changed  since  then,  but 
maintains  the  same  sentiments  fKyuo  tliat  it  did  then^  and  there- 
fore the  trinity  is  a  scriptural  doctrine. 

Did  the  Bible  uniformly  teach  the  divinity  of  Christ  ?  Let 
Mr.  Barker  himself  speak  on  this  subject.  In  the  Evangelical 
Reformer,  page  97,  Mr.  Barker  gives  his  belief  in  reference  to 
ttie  person  of  Jesus  Christ : — "  On  this,  as  on  all  other  reli- 
gious subjects,  I  believe  without  scruple  whatever  the  Scrip- 
tures teach,  and  I  am  not  aware  that  I  believe  any  thing  more. 
And  I  take  the  statements  of  Scripture  in  their  plainest  and 
most  obvious  meaning.  I  dislike  all  forced  interpretations  of 
Scripture,  aud  it  is  my  wish  in  all  cases  to  avoid  them,  I  think 
it  wrong  to  use  violence  with  the  words  of  God,  either  to  force 
them  to  speak  what  they  do  not  mean,  or  to  keep  them  from 
saying  wliat  they  manifestly  do  mean.  And  I  have  no  doubt 
as  to  the  genuineness  of  tnose  passages  of  Scripture  which 
speak  of  Christ,  nor  as  to  the  goodness  of  the  translation,  nor 
as  to  the  authority  of  the  common  readings.  I  take  the  Scrip- 
tures as  they  are,  and  rest  my  belief  upon  their  plain  instruc- 
tions ;  and  I  feel  no  doubt  but  that  my  faith  is  true  and 
upright,  and  approved  of  God.  I  believe  that  the  Evangelist 
John  is  speaking  of  Christ  in  the  first  chapter  of  his  Gospel, 
,and  I  receive  the  words  of  John  in  their  obvious  meaning, 
according  to  our  common  translation : — ''  In  the  beginning 
was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word 
was  God.  The  same  was  in  the  beginning  with  God.  All 
things  were  made  by  him,  and  without  him  was  not  any  thing 
made  that  was  made.  In  him  was  life,  and  the  life  was  the 
light  of  men.  That  was  the  true  light,  which  lighteneth  every 
man  coming  into  the  world.  He  was  in  the  world,  and  thia 
world  was  made  by  him,  and  the  world  knew  him  not.  And 
the  Word  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us,  and  we  beheld 
his  glory,  the  glory  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father,  full  of 
grace  and  truth."     I  believe  also  that  Christ  was  conceived  of 
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the  Holy  Ghost,  bom  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  that  he  was 
riehtly  named  EMMANUEL,  which  being  interpreted  is  GOD 
WITH  US.  I  believe  that  Christ  was  *God  manifest  in  the 
flesh,'  that  he  was  Hhe  image  of  the  invisible  God,'  'the  bright- 
ness of  his  Father's  glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his  person.' 

*  It  pleased  the  Father  that  in  him  should  all  fulness  dwell,' 
and  'in  him  dwelt  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily.' 

*  God  was  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world  to  himself.'  '  Christ 
knew  men's  thoughts ;  he  knew  all  men,  and  needed  not  that 
any  should  testify  of  man,  for  he  knew  what  was  in  man.' 
All  power  was  given  unto  Christ  both  in  heaven  ahd  in  earth. 
He  controlled  the  elements  with  a  word.  He  healed  the  sick, 
he  gave  limbs  to  the  maimed,  he  cast  out  devils,  he  raised  the 
dead,  he  walked  on  the  sea,  he  stilled  the  winds,  he  calmed 
the  waves,  he  shook  the  earth,  he  laid  down  his  life,  and  he 
took  it  up  again,  he  went  up  into  heaven,  and  there  he  sitteth 
at  the  right  hand  of  the  majesty  on  high.  He  is  head  over  all 
things  to  his  church.  All  judgment  is  committed  into  his 
hands,  and  God  will  judge  the  world  in  righteousness  by 
him.  He  is  the  Mediator  between  God  and  man,  and  through 
him  it  is  that  all  blessings  are  communicated  to  the  church. 
He  sent  down  the  Holy  Ghost  upon  the  church,  and  gave  its 
various  gifts  unto  men,  for  the  perfecting  of  the  church,  for  the 
work  of  the  ministry,  for  the  edifying  of  the  body  of  Christ. 
He  promised  to  be  with  his  disciples  wherever  they  might  be." 
Now,  there  is  the  attribute  of  omnipresence.  "  And  wherever 
two  or, three  should  meet  together  in  his  name,  he  promised  to 
be  in  the  midst  of  them  ;  all  which  things  are  proofs  to  me  of 
the  Godhead  of  Jesus  Christ.  Christ  himself  also  taught,  that 
he  came  down  from  heaven,  and  that  he  was  before  Abraham 
was."  Now,  there  is  the  pre-existence  of  the  Saviour.  "  That 
he  was  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  that  he  had  seen  God  as  no 
man  had  seen  him,  and  that  he  had  glory  with  th$  Father  be- 
fore the  world  was.  He  also  taught  that  he  could  do  nothing 
of  himself,  (so  inseparably  was  he  united  with  the  Father,  as 
I  understana  him,)  but  that  what  he  saw  the  Father  do,  that 
did  he ;  and  that  whatsoever  things  the  Father  did,  those  also 
did  the  Son.  '  The  Father  worketh  hitherto,'  says  he,  *  and  I 
work.  As  the  Father  raiseth  up  the  dead,  and  quickeneth 
them,  even  so  the  Son  quickeneth  whom  he  will.  For  the 
Father  judgeth  no  man,  but  hath  committed  all  judgment  unto 
the  Son  ;  that  all  men  should  honour  the  Son,  even  as  they 
honour  the  Father.  He  that  honoureth  not  the  Son,  honoureth 
not  the  Father  which  hath  sent  him.  Verily,  verily,  I  say 
unto  you,  the  hour  is  coming,  and  now  is,  when  the  dead  shall 
hear  the  voice  of  the  Son  of  God  ;  and  they  that  hear  shall 
live.  For  as  the  Father  hath  life  in  himself,  so  hath  he  given 
to  the  Son  to  have  life  in  himself ;  and  hath  given  him  autho- 
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r'liy  to  execute  judgment  also,  because  he  is  the  Son  of  roan.' 
On  another  occasion  he  said — '  As  the  Father  knoweth  me, 
even  so  know  I  the  Father.  My  Father  is  greater  than  all. 
I  and  my  Father  are  one.'  Then  the  Jews  took  up  stones  to 
stone  him,  because  (as  they  said  to  him)  *  that  thou  being  a 
man,  makest  thyself  God,'  Jesus  answered  them,  '  Is  it  not 
written  in  your  law,  I  said,  ye  are  gods  ?  If  he  called  them 
gods  unto  whom  the  word  of  God  came,  and  the  Scripture 
cannot  be  broken  ;  say  ye  of  him  whom  the  Father  hath  sanc- 
tified, and  sent  into  the  world.  Thou  blasphemest,  because  I 
said,  I  am  the  Son  of  God?  If  I  do  not  the  works  of  my 
Father,  believe'  me  not.  But  if  I  do,  though  you  believe  me 
not,  believe  the  works :  that  ye  may  know,  and  believe  that 
the  Father  is  in  me,  and  I  in  him.'  *  He  that  believeth  on 
me,'  says  he  again,  *  believeth  not  on  me,  but  on  him  that 
sent  me.  And  he  who  seeth  me,  seeth  him  that  sent  me.' 
*If  ye  had  known  me,'  said  he  to  his  disciples,  'ye  should 
have  known  my  Father  also,  and  from  henceforth  ye  know  him 
and  have  seen  him.  Philip  saith  ilnto  him,  Lordj  show  us 
the  Father,  and  it  sufficeth  us.  Jesus  saith  unto  him,  HavB 
I  been  so  long  time  "with  you,  and  yet  hast' thou  not  known 
me,  Philip  ?  He  that  hath  seen  me  hath  seen  the  Father ; 
believest  thou  not  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in 
me  ?  The  words  that  I  speak  unto  you  I  speak  not  of  myself ; 
and  the  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me,  he  doeth  the  worka. 
Believe  me  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me  ;  or 
else  believe  me  for  the  very  works'  sake.  '  All  things  that 
the  Father  hath  are  mine.  I  came  forth  from  the  Father,  and 
am  come  into  the  world  ;  again  I  leave  the  world,  and  go  to 
the  Father.'  Christ  taught  that  he  was  greater  than  Jonas, 
«nd  greater  than  Solomon  ;  greater  than  John,  and  greater 
than  the  prophets.  The  author  of  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrewa 
places  him.  above  the  prophets  and  above  the  angels,  above 
Moses  and  above  Aaron.  He  says  that  God  hath  appointed 
him  heir  of  all  things,  and  that  by  him  God  made  the  worlds." 
Mr.  Barker  goes  on  to  siay — "  The  following  passages  place 
the  divinity  of  the  Saviour  in  a  very  affecting  light: — *Ye 
know  the  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that  though  he  was 
rich,  yet  for  your  sakes  he  became  poor ;  that  ye  through  his 
poverty  might  be  rich.'  "  There  we  have  an  assertion — a 
quotation  asserting  the  pre-existence,  and  dignity,  and  glory  of 
the  Sf^vionr.  Mr.  Barker  further  observes,  "*  If  there  be^ 
therefore,  any  consolation  in  Christ,  if  any  comfort  of  love, 
if  any  fellowship  of  the  spirit,  if  any  bowe^ls  and  loftercieS^ 
fulfil  ye  my  joy,  that  ye- be  like  minded,  liaving  the  sam<3  lore, 
being  of  one  accord,  of  one  mind.  Let  nothing  be  d0n6  through 
strife  or  vain-glory  ;  but  in  lowliness  of  mind  let*  each  esteem 
other  better  than  themselves.     Look  not  every  one  on  his  own 
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tilings,  but  every  xaan  also  on  the  things  of  others.  Let  that 
mind  be  in  you  which  was  also  in  Christ  Jesus  ;  who  being  in 
the  form  of  God,  thought  it- not  robbery  to  be  equal  with  God  : 
yet  made  himself  of  no  reputation,  and  took  upon  himself  the 
form  of  a  servant,  and  was- made  in  the  likeness  of  men  ;  and 
being  found  in  fashion  as  a  man,  he  humbled  himself,  and 
became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the  cross/  " 

Again,  Mr.  Barker  says,^"  In  these  quotations,  my  views 
of  the  divinity  of  Christ  are  fully  unfolded.  They  teach  all 
that  I  believe  on  that  subject,  and  I  believe  all  that  they  teach. 
Those  passages  and  others  of  a  like  nature  have  been  familiar 
to  my  mind  for  year«,  and  they  always  seemed  to  me  to  give 
the  fullest  demonstration  of  the  Godnead  of  Jesus  Christ. 
How  any  one  could  believe  Christ  a  mei-e  man,  and  yet  pro- 
fess to  believe  those  passages,  has  always  seemed  to  me  a  mys- 
tery ;  and  I  still  think  that  those  who  hold  the  mere  humanity 
of  Jesus  Christ,  must  renounce  the  New  Testament,  or  be  very 
ignorant  of  its  teachings."     (Laughter.) 

It  is  true  Mr.  Barker  has  changed  his  views  since  that  period, 
1838,  but  the  iaruth  has  not  changed  along  with  him.  Nor  has 
.  any  passage  of  the  Bible  changed  in  accommodation  to  Mr. 
Barker's  wanderings.  If  the  pre-existence  and  Godhead  of 
the  Saviour,  as  there  maintained  by  him,  were  then  taught  in 
iixe  plainest  passages  and  terms,  so  are  they  now.  If  in  1838  a 
man  must  either  admit  the  deity  of  Christ,  or  reject  the  Scrip- 
tures, so  must  he  now.  And  it  is  a  remarkable  jactthat  Mr. 
Barker^ s  denial  of  this  doctrine,  and  his  invalidation  of  the  divine 
•  authority  of  the  holy  Scriptures^  were  events  which  transpired 
almost,  if  not  entirely,  together. 

But  let  us  hear  Mr.  "Barker  again,  at  a  later  period.  Time 
makes  no  alteration  in  truth ;  but  since  men  are  influenced 
more  by  what  is  near  than  by  what  is  distant,  we  will  come  to 
a  later  period.  Let  us,  then,  hear  him  in  the  year  1841.  I 
shall  now  refer  to  a  sermon  which  Mr.  Barker  published  at 
the  time  that  he  occupied  Salem  chapel ;  a  sermon  preached 
shortly  after  he  obtained  possession  of  that  place ;  and  a  sermon 
published  for  a  reason  expressed  in  a  note  at  the  end  of  the 
dbcourse,  as  follows: — "The  preceding  discourse,  lately 
preached  in  Newcastle  and  Gateshead  by  one  of  the  Editors  of 
this  periodical  may  serve" — ^as  what  ? — "  as  an  answer  to  those 
who  ask.  What  are  the  sentiments  of  the- Editors  with  respect 
t©  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  Mid  the  Doctrine  of  the  Atonement." 
To  express  the  sentiments  not  merely  oian  Editor,  but  ^^ofth$ 
Editors;^ '  one  of  whom  was  the  Rev.  Mr.  Trotter,  whose  sen- 
nients  with  regard  to  the  Holy  Trinity  and  the  Atonement  ar^ 
too  well  known  to  this  respectable  assembly  to  be  for  one  mo- 
ment questioned.  Now  this  sermon  was  to  ffive  forth  to  th« 
\  public  a  real  exhibition  of  the  views  of  the  editors  with  regard 
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to  the  important  subjects  there  mentioned.  It  was  to  shoTr 
men  that  they  believed  in  the  pre-existence  of  Chrbt,  as  dis- 
tinct from  the  Father ;  to  show  men  that  the  Saviour  was  truly 
and  properly  Ood ;  that  the  creation  of  the  universe  was  by 
Christ;  that  the  duty  of  loving  Christ  with  supreme  affection 
was  the  same  as  the  duty  of  loving  the  Father ;  and  that  the 
duty  of  men  and  of  angels  to  worship  Christ  was  commanded 
by  the  Scriptures.  Now  list-en  whetner  or  not  these  sentiments 
are  maintained  in  the  sermoii  which  I  have  before  me.  The 
sermon  is  entitled  ^'Love  to  Christ ; "  and  the  text  is  the  21st 
chapter  of  John,  from  the  15th  to  the  17th  verse. 

The  preacher  observes: — "Two  things  are  taught  us  in  the 
text,  first,  that  it  is  our  duty  to  love  Jesus  Christ ;  and,  secondly, 
that  if  we  do  love  Jesus  Christ,  we  ought  to  show  our  love  by 
feeding  his  lambs,  and  feeding  his  sheep.  1.  We  are  taught 
by  the  text,  in  the  first  place,  that  it  is  our  duty  to  love  Jesus 
Christ.  The  same  lesson  is  taught  us  in  several  other  passages 
of  the  New  Testament.  In  Matt,  x.,  37, 38,  the  Saviour  says^ 
*He  that  loveth  father  or  mother  more  than  me,  is  not  worthy 
of  me  ;  and  he  that  loveth  son  or  daughter  more  than  me,  is 
not  worthy  of  me.'  The  Apostle,  in  Eph.  vi.^  24,  speaks  of 
all  true  Christians  as  Hhose  who  love  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  in 
sincerity.'  So  the  apostle  Peter,  in  1  Pet.  i.,  8,  after  speak- 
ing of  tne  glory  and  suflFerings  of  Christ,  says,  *  Whom  having 
not  seen  ye  love ;  in  whom,  though  now  ye  see  him  not,  yet 
believing,  ye  rejoice  with  joy  unspeakable,  and  full  of  glory.' 
And  on  one  occa'sion,  1  Cor.  xvi.,  22,  the  apostle  used  -these 
solemn  words,  *lf  any  man  love  not  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  let 
him  be  anathema  maranatha.'  The  sacred  Scriptures  not 
only  teach  us  that  it  is  our  duty  to  love'  Jesus  Christ,  but 
present  to  our  muids  the  claims  which  he  has  upon  our  love. 
Christ  is  set  forth  in  the  Scriptures  as  every  way  worthy  of 
our  love,  and  as  worthy  of  the  highest  love  that  we  can 
render." 

The  Scriptures  say,  "Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God 
with  all  thy  heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy 
mind,  and  with  all  thy  strength ; "  and  here  this  highest  love 
which  the  human  mind  can  render  is  stated  to  be  due  to  Christ, 
The  preacher  proceeds, — **  Christ  is  entitled  to  our  love  in  the 
first  place,  on  account  of  the  excellence  and  glory  of  his  cha- 
racter ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  on  accoimt  of  what  he  has 
done  for  us,  and  the  inestimable  blessings  which  he  has  be** 
stowed  on  us. 

1.  "Christ is  entitled  to  our  love,  in  the  first  place,  on 
account  of  the  excellence  and  glory  of  his  character.    Christ 
16  set  forth  in  the  sacred  Scriptures  as  the  loveliest  of  all  beings. 
Many  noble  and  lovely  characters  are  presented  to  our  view  in., 
sacred  history,  but  Christ  is  exalted  above  them  all.    Abra-',, 
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ham  was  a  noble  character,  and  worthy  to  be  remembered 
with  affection  and  admiration  by  all  the  saints  of  Grod.  At 
the  call  of  God  he  left  his  father's  house  and  his  native  land, 
and  became  a  pilgrim  in  a  strange  land.  Such  was  his  confi-* 
dence  in  the  promise  of  God,  and  such  his  obfedience  to  the 
divine  commands,  that  he  was  called  the  Father  of  the  Faith- 
ful, and  the  friend  of  God.  Yet  Christ,  when  conversing  with 
the  Jews,  gave  them  to  understand  that  he  was  greater  than 
their  father  Abraham,  and  that  before  Abraham  was,  he  was." 
Another  declaration,  this,  that  Christ  had  a  pre-existence — 
lived  before  Abraham  : — "  Moses  was  a  still  greater  character 
than  Abraham,  and  he  was  employed  by  God  in  the  accom- 
plishment of  the  higliest  and  most  honourable  undertakings 
that  earth  had  ever  witnessed ;  but  even  Moses  was  inferior  to 
Christ.  Moses  was  faithful  as  a  servant,  says  the  writeiF  of 
the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  but  Christ  as  a  Son :  and  he  fur- 
ther intimates  that  Christ  is  worthy  of  a  greater  honour  than 
Moses,  as  he  that  buildeth  a  house  is  worthy  of  greater  honour 
than  the  house  itself." 

He  then  shows  that  Christ  is  greater  than  Jonah,  greater 
than  Solomon,  and  greater  than  David ;  that  though  he  ac- 
knowledged himself  David's  son,  yet  he  claimed  the  honour  of 
being  "DAVID'S  LORD;"  and  that  in  the  book  of  Revela- 
tions Christ  is  called  not  only  the  offspring,  but  "the  ROOT 
of  David,"  and  the  bright  and  morning  star.  He  proceeds : — 
**One  of  the  noblest  characters  mentioned  in  the  Old  Testament 
was  Elijah.  He  lived  at  a  time  of  general  apostacy ;  when 
both  the  people  and  the  priests  had  renounced  the  worship  of 
Jehovah  for  the  worship  of  idols.  Instead  of  goisrif  with  the 
multitude,  he  became  the  more  zealous  for  the  Lord  of  H^ts, 
and  he  carried  his  reproofs  and  warnings  even  into  the  palace 
of  the  King." 

But  Mr.  Barker  maintains  that  Christ  is  greater  than  Elijah ; 
— "Elijah  is  spoken  of  as  a  servant  and  an  attendant  on  Christ ; 
and  it  is  plainly  intimated  that  the  greatest  honour  that  God 
could  confer  on  him  was,  to  appoint  him  to  be  the  herald,  the 
fore-runner  of  Jesus.  In  the  New  Testament  we  meet  with 
still  greater  ones  than  those  that  we  have  mentioned  hitherto. 
Christ  tells  us  that  John  was  more  than  a  prophet,  and  that 
among  them  that  are  born  of  women,  there  hath  not  risen  a 
greater  than  John  the  Baptist.  Yet  John  conjidenxl'  himself 
as  nothing  in  comparison  of  Christ :  he  declared  that  he  was 
not  worthy  to  stoop  down  and  unloose  the  shoes  of  the  Redee-^ 
mer :  he  regarded  it  as  an  honour  too  great  for  him  to  be  em- 
ployed as  one  of  his  humblest  servants." 

Then  Mr.  Barker  goes  on  to  show  that  Christ  is  greater  than 
thea^sties;  and  proceeds  as  follows: — "But  the  Scriptures 
do  not  allow  us  to  stop  here.    There  are  beings  of  a  higher 
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order  than  men ;  Angels  that  excel  in  strength,  that  inhabit 
the  world  unseen,  and  that  rejoice  in  the  full  purity  and 
blessedness  of  heaven.  But  Christ  is  placed  even  above  the 
angels.  The  angels  are  dignified  and  faithful  ministers,  but 
Christ  is  a  Son  :  the  angels  are  honourable  and  loyal  subjects, 
but  Christ  is  a  King :  the  angels  are  among  the  first  of  crea- 
tures, but  Christ  is  The  Creator  and  upholder  of  cUl  things': 
'The  brightness  of  his  Father's  glory,  and  the  express  image  of 
his  person.  And  when  he  bringeth  his  only  begotten  into  the 
world,  he  saith,  And  let  all  the  angels  of  God  worship  him.' 
There  is,  therefore,  no  one  either  in  earth  or  in  heaven  that 
can  be  likened  unto  Christ.  He  stands  alone  :  he  has  '  a  name 
above  every  name  ;'  a  glory  above  every  glory  ;.  a  loveliness 
beyond  all  other  loveliness :  and  it  is  appointed  *that  at  the 
name  of  Jesus  every  knee  shall  bow,  both  of  things  in  heaven 
and  things  on  earth,  and  that  every  tongue  should  confess  that 
]ie  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father.*  Whatever,  there- 
fore, is  lovely  in  the  highest,  the  holiest,  the  wisest,  the 
mightiest,  ana  the  most  honoured  and  favoured  of  creatures, 
whether  in  earth  or  in  heaven,  is  to  be  found  in  Christ  in  fuller 
measures ;  and  whatever  may  be  the  claims  of  the  high  and 
holy  and  glorified  spirits  of  heaven  to  our  admiration  and  af- 
fection, the  claims  of  the  Saviour  are  still  higher."  Mr. 
Barker  observes — "But  the  sacred  Scriptures  carry  our  views 
of  the  greatness  and  glory  of  the  Saviour  still  higher.  They 
surround  him  with  the  glories  of  the  Godhead,  and  set  him 
forth  as  having  the  same  claims  upon  our  affection  and  homage 
as  God  himself.  It  is,  in  fact,  the  doctrine  of  the  sacred  Scrip- 
tures that  Christ  is  God :  that  Christ  and  God  are  one.  Yes, 
it  is  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Testament,  that  while  Christ  was 
truly  man,  he  was,  nevertheless,  truly  God.  The  MAN  Jesus 
Christ  was  the  TABERNACLEin  which  the  Godhead  DWELT. 
77ie  words  of  the  evangelist  John  on  this  siebject  are  so  decisive  and 
plain,  that  no  ingenuity  of  man  can  explain  them  away.  *Li  the 
beginning  was  the  Word.' " 

We  shall  see  whether  Mr.  Barker  tries  to  explain  them 
away.  And  then  you  will  remember  this  expression,  that  the 
words  of  John  on  this  subject  "  are  so  decisive  and  plain,  that 
no  ingenuity  of  man  can  explain  them  away."  I  proceed 
with  his  sermon : — "  '  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the 
Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was  God.  All  things  were 
made  by  him,  and  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made  that 
was  made.'  " 

And  so  Mr.  Barker  goes  on  to  quote  the  whole  passage  : — 
"  In  the  person  of  Jesus  Christ,  therefore,  the  Godhead  and 
Manhood  were  united  :  Christ  was  '  Emmanuel.'  " — ^Thus 
Christ  is  Emmanuel  here,  though  the  name  is  not  allowed  to 
lum  in  the  present  day  : — "  '  Emmanuel,  which,  being  inter 
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preted,  is  God  with  us.'     He  was  *  God  manifest  in  the   flesh' 

*  In  him  dwelt  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily.'  The 
E«deemer  himself  knew  that  this  was  his  character.  He  spoke 
in  such  a  maimer  to  the  Jews  as  to  leave  them  under  the  im- 
pression that  he  made  himself  equal  with  God,  And  on  ano- 
ther occasion,  he  told  them  plainly  ;  '  I  am  in  the  Father,  and 
the  Father  is  in  me  :  I  and  the  Father  are  one.'  He  told  peo- 
ple, that  the  words  which  he  spoke,  were  the  words  of  God  : 
and  that  the  works  which  he  wrought,  were  the  works  of  God. 
This  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Christ, — the  doctrine  that 
while  Chi'ist  was  man,  he  carried  in  his  humanity  the  fulness 
of  the  Grodheadf — that  his  humanity  was  the  tabernacle  in 
which  the  Godhead  resided,  and  through  which  it  shone  forth 
and  revealed  its  glory,  is  the  doctrine  of  the  whole  New  Testa- 
ment." 

Mr.  Barker  goes  on  to  observe, — "  Gur  obligations  therefor© 
to  revere  and  love  the  Saviour  are  the  same  as  our  obligations 
to  revere  and  love  God  himself.  It  is  accordingly  appointed 
that  all  men  should  honour  the  Son,  *even  as  they  honour  the 
Father.*  God  hath  highly  exalted  him,  and  given  him  a  name 
above  every  name  ;  and  it  is  ordained,  that  '  at  the  name  of 
■Jesus  every  knee  shall  bow,  of  things  in  heaven,  and  of  things 
in  earth,  and  things  under  the  earth  ;  and  that  every  tongue  * 
should  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  thefflory  of  God 
the  Father.'     The  saints  of  heaven  are  represented  as  singing, 

*  Unto  him  that  loved  us,  and  washed  us  from  war  sin*  in  kis 
own  blood,  and  hath  made  us  kings  and  priests  unto  God  and 
his  Father  :  to  him  be  glory  and  dominion  for  ever  and  ever. 
Amen.'  *  And  I  beheld,'  says  John, '  and  I  heard  the  voice  of 
many  angels  round  about  the  throne  and  the  living  creaturea 
And  the  elders :  and  the  number  of  them  was  ten  thousand 
times  ten  thousand,  and  thousands  of  thousands  :  saying  with 
A  loud  voice,  Worthy  is  the  Lamb'  "—not  the  Son  of  ioseph 
— "  *  worthy  is  the  Lamb  that  was  slain  to  receive  power,  and 
riches,  and  wisdom,  and  strength,  and  honour,  and  glory,  and 
blessing.  And  every  creature  which. is  in  heaven,  and  on  the 
earth,  and  under  the  earth,  and  such  as  are  in  the  sea,  and  all 
that  are  in  them,  heard  I  sayii^g.  Blessing,  and  honour,  and 
glory,  and  power,  be  unto  him  that  sitteth  upon  the  throne, 
and  unto  the  Lamb  for  ever  and  ever.  And  the  four  livuig 
creatures  %aid.  Amen.  And  the  four-and-twenty  elders  fell 
down  and  worshipped  him  that  liveth  for  ever  and  ever.'  It  is 
in  Christ  that  we  see  the  charact-er  of  God  revealed  in  all  the 
fulness  of  its  glory  ;  and  it  is  only  in  propQition  as  we  love 
Christ,  that  we  can  be  said  truly  to  love  the  Father.  His  love- 
liness is  the  loveliness  of  God  himself." 

There  is  another  passage  which  refers  to  the  creation  of  the 
world  j  and  which  is  so  decisive  and  plain,  "  that/^  as  Mj. 
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Barker  says,  ^^  no  ingenmty  of  man  can  explain  it  awa^^  He 
goes  on  to  afiirm  : — "  But  Christ  has  still  further  claims  upon 
our  love,  in  virtue  of  what  he  has  done  for  us.  We  are,  in 
fact,  indebted  to  him  for  every  thing  we  enjoy.  We  are  told 
in  the  Scriptures  that  he  made  the  world  :  that  all  things  were 
made'  by  nim,  and  that  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made 
that  was  made.  We  are  therefore  indebted  to  him  for  our  very 
being,  and  for  all  our  daily  blessings.  *The  light  of  the  sun, 
the  fresh  air  of  heaven,  the  herbs  and  flowers,  the  blossoms 
and  the  fruits,  the  clouds,  the  mists,  the  showers,  the  woods, 
the  streams,  our  rest  by  night,  our  joys  by  day,  our  life  and 
friends,  all  that  sustains  and  all  that  sweetens  life,  all  are  his 
gifts  ;  all  come  as  messengers  of  his  love,  and  claim  for  him 
the  affectionate  and  grateful  homage  of  our  souls." 

And  then  we  have  another  passage  on  the  mediatorial  cha- 
racter of  Christ,  which  I  must  pass  by  for  the  present ;  and 
another  speaking  decisively  of  Christ  as  the  Hign  Priest  who 
died  for  our  sins,  and  made  ixtonemmt  for  us.  And  he  gives 
us  a  sweet  hymn  to  Christ,  which  I  must  read  to  you : — 

**  Thy  mighty  name  salvation  is. 

And  keeps  my  happy  soul  above ; 
Comfort  it  brings,  and  power,  and  peace. 

And  joy,  and  everlasting  love ; 
To  me,  with  thy  dear  name  are  given, 
Pardon,  and  holiness,  and  heaven." 

I  wonder  whether  this  is  in  Mr,  Barker's  new  hymn-book  ? 

"  Jesus,  my  all  in  an  thon  art ; 

My  rest  in  toil,  my  ease  in  pain  : 
The  medicine  of  my  broken  heart ; 

In  war  my  peace ;  in  loss  my  gain ; 
My  smile  beneath  the  tyrant's  frovm ; 
In  shame,  my  glory  and  my  crown. 

In  want,  my  plentiful  supply ; 

In  weakness,  my  almighty  power ; 
In  bonds,  my  perfect  liberty ; 

My  light  in  Satan's  darkesc  hour ; 
In  grief,  my  Joy  unspeakable ; 
My  life  in  death,  my  heaven  in  hell." 

He  adds, — "  The  heart  that  can  look  on  such  glory,  and  on 
such  perfection  of  moral  beauty  and  grandeur,  as  are  found  in 
Christ,  and  that  can  contemplate  such  riches  ofjffrace  and 
blessing  as  he  has  procured  for  them  by  his  sufrerings  and 
death,  without  being  melted  into  gratitude  and  love,  must  be 
harder  than  a  rock,"     And  so  think  I, 

But  we  have  Mr.  Barker's  sentiments  at  a  still  later  period. 
He  says,  "  Our  belief  in  the  divinity  of  Christ,  the  atonement, 
the  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  <kc.,  are  so  well  known,  that 
we  do  not  expect  that  any  Unitarian  will  apply  for  admission 
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into  our  churches.  If  a  Unitarian  were  admitted  amongst  us 
unawares," — ^mark  that "  wtatoares  V — ^"  he  would  be  so  fre- 
quently and  so  constantly  referred  to  the  plain  and  decisive 
teachings  of  the  New  Testament  on  those  subjects — ^he  would 
be  surrounded  with  such  abundance  of  clear,  convincing  light 
on  the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement, 
&c*,  that  he  would,  if  sincerely  desirous  of  knowing  the  truth, 
be  speedily  converted."  And  he  concludes  thus, — "But  let 
all  act  on  our  plan,  and  Unitarian  errors  will  perish  speedily." 
So  that  so  late  as  October,  1841,  the  pre-existence  and  glory 
of  Christ  before  all  worlds,  were  true,  according  to  the  Scrip- 
tures :  the  distinction  between  the  Father  and  the  Son  before 
all  worlds  was  a  true  doctrine,  according  to  the  Scriptures  ; 
the  creation  of  the  natural  universe  by  Christ  was  a  true  doc- 
trine, according  to  the  Holy  Scriptures  :  the  doctrine  of  atone- 
ment for  our  sins  by  his  sacred  death  was  a  true  doctrine, 
according  to  the  Scriptures  :  the  doctrine  that  Christ  as  our 
CREATOR  as  well  as  our  Redeemer,  is  entitled  to  supreme 
affection,  was  a  true  doctrine,  according  to  Mr.  Barker  :  the 
doctrine,  too,  that  Christ  was  to  be  worshipped  by  all  the  bright 
intelligences  who  surround  the  throne  of  God,  including  angels 
and  men — beings  of  the  highest  order ^  was  a  doctrine  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, so  late  as  October,  1841.  The  doctrine  of  the  trinity, 
too,  was  so  manifestly  true,  a  few  years  back,  that  the  Scrip- 
tures uniformly  speak  of  the  Father  as  God,  of  the  Son  as  God, 
and  of  the  Holy  Ghost  as  God.  And  when  speaking  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  they  uniformly — ^not  now  and 
then — ^not  by  inferential  reasoning — not  by  some  doubtful  inti- 
mation— but  they  UNIjp'ORMLi  speak  of  them  as  we  speak 
ef  three  persons.  These  were  the  sentiments  of  Mr,  Barker. 
All  this,  then,  was  true^^lainfy  true,  permanently  true,  con-* 
spictMusly  true.  All  those  truths  were  taught  by  the  plainest 
passages — ^passages  so  plaifty  that  "  no  ingenuity  of  mcm,*^  not 
even  Mr.  Barker's  ingenuity,  "  could  explain  them  away  ;"  they 
were  so  brightly  conspicuous,  so  palpably  plain,  so  publish- 
ed, as  with  a  sunbeam  ;  standing  out  in  sucn  bold  and  promi- 
nent relief,  that  he  who  rejected  those  truths,  must  reject  the 
New  Testament  I  Surely  what  was  true  then,  i^  true  now. — 
What  was  so  plainly  taught  thenj  is  as  plainly  taught  now. 
And  though  Mr.  Barker  has  changed,  the  Bible  nas  not  chang- 
ed, and  liever  will  change.  If,  then,  Mr.  Barker  rejects  these 
truths,  it  follows,  on  his  own  showing,  that  he  rejects  the 
New  Testament ;  and  he  who  rejects  the  New  Testament  is  an 
unbeliever ! 

Now,  I'll  present  Mr.  Barker  with  this,  his  own  testimony,  as 
to  the  fact  that  our  doctrines  are  not  unscriptural,  that  they 
are  ia  the  highest  sense  scriptural,  and  that  they  are  sustained 
by  the  plainest  passages  in  God's  word,  which  no  ingenuity  of 
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man  can  set  aside  ;  and  if  Mr.  Barker  be  a  man,  then  his  inge- 
nuity cannot  set  them  aside.  He  says  they  ai-e  so  plain,  that 
should  even  a  poor  Unitarian  get  into  a  church  holding  these 
scriptural  doctrines,  the  flood  of  convincing  light  around  him 
would  soon  dissipate  his  errors ;  and  he  must,  if  sincere,  be 
converted  to  the  truth. 

I  shall  now  address  myself  to  the  important  subject  of  the 
atonement.  But  think  not  that  I  have  none  with  the  divinity 
of  Christ.  I  have  a  mass  of  overwhelming  evidence — (hissing, 
applause,  and  calls  for  "  order,") — which  will  shiver  into  ten 
thousand  fragments  all  the  silly  sophisms  which  were  brought 
forward  last  evening  to  disprove  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  But 
let  Mr.  Barker  first  ctet  his  icay,  if  he  can,  through  his  oion 
arguments,  €md  prove  what  the  Scriptures  taught  then  so  clearfyy 
thej/  do  not  teach  now  I 

With  regard  to  the  atonement  of  our  Saviour, — I  regret  that 
Mr.  Barker's  windings  to  and  fro  should  have  thrown  me  so 
much  in  the  rear  in  my  observations  on  this  doctrine.  I  com- 
menced this  subject  two  or  three  evenings  ago  ;  but  he  introj- 
duced  so  much  irrelevant  and  foolish  matter,  that  I  had  to  fol- 
low and  explode  his  sophisms.     (Hissing.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — It  is  exceedingly  unbecommg  to  behave  in 
this  manner.  You  are  pledged  to  non-interruption  ;  but  you 
care  nothing  for  pledges,  it  appears. 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — Keep  perfect  order.  Any  man  who  does 
not  keep  order,  infringes  on  the  rights  and  liberties  of  those 
who  are  more  peaceable.  Your  card  pledges  you  to  order  : 
and  if  you  desire  to  know  the  truth,  you  will  best  hear  it  by 
keeping  peace  and  quietness.  Those  ^ho  believe  in  the  power 
of  truth,  and  not  in  the  force  of  clamour,  will  peaceably  sit 
quiet.     (Hear,  hear.) 

Mr.  Cooke  : — I  shall  first  advert  again  to  the  important  pas- 
sage contained  in  the  Srd  chapter  of  Paul  to  the  Romans,  at 
the  25th  and  26th  verses, — a  passage  which  Mr.  Barker  him- 
self has  mtroduced  ;  and  I  deemed  it  proper  to  demolish  his 
sophisms,  and  to  unfold  the  true  meaning  of  this  passage. 
"  Whom  God  hath  set  forth" — so  that  it  is  not  a  human  doc- 
trine, but  divine  in  its  origin — "  Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to 
be  a  propitiation  through-  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his 
righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through 
the  forbearance  of  God ;  to  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time,  his 
righteousness  ;  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him 
which  believeth  in  Jesus."  I  have  observed  before,  that  the 
apostle  here  emphatically  states  the  object  of  the  Redeemer's 
death.  The  shedding  of  his  blood  was  to  make  a  propitiation  ; 
and  that  propitiation  was  not  made  to  man  but  to  Goid,  Then, 
we  have  already  seen  that  the  object  of  that  propitiation  was 
that  man  might  be  pardoned :  that  he  might  receive  "  remis- 
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slon  of  Mns  which  are  peat ;"  and  thst  the  necessity  for  par- 
don being  cotnmunicatea  through  thia  medium  existed  in  tb« 
moral  perfections  of  Jehovah  ;  his  justice  requiring  it,  "  tliat 
he  might  be  just,  and  tiie  jnstifisr  of  him  who  believeth  in 
JesitB ;"  plainly  implying,  that  without  this  propitiatory  sa- 
crifice, God's  justice  and  the  sinner's  pardon  could  not  be  har- 
monized. God's  justice  and  the  sinner's  forgiveness  would  be 
incompatible ;  and  thus  the  justice  of  the  Almighty  woold 
have  presented  an  eternal  bamer  to  the  sinner's  pardon,  with- 
out this  propitiatory  sacrifices.  " 

I  now  advert  to  other  proofs.  You  will  remember  that  I 
stated  there  vas  a  connexion  existing  between  the  ceremonial 
law  and  the  Gflspel — between  the  tjrpical  priesthood,  and  the 
victims  offered  under  that  economy ;  and  the  priestly  character 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ ;  and  I  shall  now  refer  to  Scripture 
testimony  with  regard  to  the  priestly  character  of  our  bles- 
sed Saviour,  I  refer  you  to  the  7tn  chapter  of  St.  Paul's 
epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  beginning  at  the  19th  verse — "  For 
the  law  made  nothing  perfect,  but  the  bringing  in  of  a 
better  hope  did  ;  by  the  which  we  draw  nigh  unto  God, — 
And  inasmuch  as  not  without  an  oath  he  was  made  Priest, 
(for  those  Priests  were  made  without  an  oath ;  but  this 
with  an  oath  by  him  that  said  unto  him.  The  Iion'  i 

will  not  repent,  Thou  art  a  priest  for  ever  after  I  f 

Melchisedec  :)  by  bo  much  was  Jesus  made  a  sure 
ter  testament.     And  they  truly  were  many  Priei  t 

they  were  not  suffered  to  continue  by  reason  of  t 

this  man,  because  he" — the  word  "  man"  is  not  ii 
nal  :  it  is  supplied  by   the   translators.     But  thi  t 

being,  "  because  he  continueth  for  ever,  hath  an  w  e 

priesthood.     Wherefore  he  is  able  also  to  save  them  to  the 
uttermost  that  come  unto  God  by  him,  seeing  he  ever  liveth  to 
mak^  intercession  for  them.    For  such  an  High  Priest  became 
us,  who  is  holy,  harmless,  undefiled,  separate  from  sinners, 
and  made  higher  than  the  heavens  ;  who  needeth   not  daily, 
as  those  High  Priests,  to  offer  sacrifice  first  for  his  own  sins,  , 
and  then  for  the  people  :  for  this  he  did  once,  when  he  offered 
himself.    For  the  law  maketh  men  High  Priests  which  have 
infirmity  :  but  the  word  of  the  oath,  which  was  since  the  law, 
maketh  .the  Son,  who  is  consecrated  for  ei 
the  9th  chapter  we  have  the  same  connectio 
the  ceremonial  law  and  the  Gospel  of  C 
priesthood  under  the  law,  and  the  true  and  i 
of  our  Saviour,    "  Then  verily  the  first 
ordinances  of  divine  service,  and   a  worldl 
tliere  was  a  tabernacle  made  ;  the  first,  wherein  was  the  can- 
dlestick, and  the  table,  and  the  shew-b'read  ;  which  is  called 
ti>e  sanctuary.     And  after  a  second  vail  the  tabernacle  which 
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is  called  the  Holiest  of  all ;  which  had  the  golden  oenser,  and 
the  ark  of  the  coTenant  overlaid  round  about  with  gold, 
wherein  was  the  golden  pot  that  had  the  manna,  and  Aaron's 
rod  that  budded,  and  the  tables  of  the  covenant ;  and  over  it 
the  cherubims  of  glory  shadowing  the  mercy-seat,  of  which 
we  cannot  now  speak  particularly.  Now  when  these  things 
were  thus  ordained,  the  Priests  went  always  into  the  first 
tabernacle,  accomplishing  the  service  of  God.  But  into  the 
second  went  the  High  Priest  alone  once  every  year,  not  with- 
out blood,  which  he  offered  for  himself,  and  for  the  errors  of 
the  people  :  the  Holy  Ghost  thus  signifying,  that  the  way  into 
the  holiest  of  all  was  not  yet  made  manifest,  while  as  the  first 
tabernacle  was  yet  standing :  which  was  a  figure  for  the  time 
then  presenf* — ^mark  the  phraseology! — "in  which  were 
offered  both  gifts  and  sacrifices,  that  could  not  make  him  that 
did  the  service  perfect,  as  pertaining  to  the  conscience  ;  which 
stood  only  in  meats  and  drinks,  and  divers  washings,  and  car- 
nal ordinances,  inlposed  on  them  until  the  time  of  reformation. 
But  Christ  being  come  an  High  Priest  of  good  things  to  come, 
by  a  greater  and  more  perfect  tabernacle,  not  made  with 
hands,  that  is  to  say,  not  of  this  building  ;  neither  by  the 
blood  of  goats  and  calves,  but  by  his  own  blood  he  entered  in 
once  into  the  holy  place,  having  obtained  eternal  redemption 
for  us.  For  if  tne  blood  of  buUs  and  goats,  and  the  ashes  of 
an  heifer  sprinkling  the  unolean,  sanctifieth  to  the  purifying 
of  the  flesh  ;  how  much  more  shall  the  blood  of  Christ,  who 
through  the  Eternal  Spirit  offered  himself  without  spot  to  God, 
purge  your  conscience  from  dead  works  to  serve  the  living 
God  ?"  And  then,  in  the  same  chapter,  we  read  at  the  19th 
verse, — "  For  when  Moses  had  spoken  every  precept  to  all  the 
people  according  to  the  law,  he  took  tlie  blood  of  calves  and 
of  goats,  with  water,  and  scarlet  wool,  and  hyssop,  and  sprink- 
led both  the  book,  and  all  the  people,  saying.  This  is  the 
blood  of  the  testament  which  God  hath  enjoined  unto  you. 
Moreover,  he  sprinkled  with  blood  both  the  tabernacle,  and 
all  the  vessels  of  the  ministry.  And  almost  all  things  are  by 
the  law  purged  with  blood  ;  and  without  shedding  of  blood  is 
no  remission.  It  was  therefore  necessary  that  the  patterns  of 
things  in  the  heavens  should  be  purified  with  these ;  but  the 
heavenly  things  themselves  with  better  sacrifices  than  these. 
For  Christ  is  not  entered  into  the  holy  places  made  with 
hands,  which  are  the  figures  of  the  true  ;  but  into  heaven 
itself,  now  to  appear  in  the  presence  of  God  for  us :  nor 
yet  that  he  should  offer  himself  often,  as  the  High  Priest 
entereth  into  the  holy  place  every  year  with  the  blood  of 
others  ;  for  then  must  he  often  have  suffered  since  the  foun- 
dation of  the  world  :  But  now  once  in  the  end  of  the  world 
hath  he  appeared  to  put  away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself. 
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And  as  it  is  appointed  unto  men  once  to  die,  but  after  thk  the 
judgment :  so  Christ  was  once  ofiered  to*  bear  the  sins  of 
many  ;  and  imto  them  that  look  for  them  shall  he  appear  th« 
second  time  without  sin  unto  salvation." 

Such,  then,  is  the  clear  and  distinct  reference  existing  be- 
twixt the  type  and  anti-type.  Christ  is  our  high  Priest,  and 
as  our  High  Priest  he  hath  something  to  ofler  ;  "  for  every 
Priest  taken  from  among  men  is  ordained  for  men  in  things 
pertaining  to  God,  that  he  may  ofief  both  gifts  and  sacrifices 
for  sin."  What  did  the  Redeemer  offer  1  His  own  glorious 
body.  He  was  both  the  Priest  and  the  victim  too  ;  and  he 
ofiered  himself  a  sacrifice  for  our  sins.  I  observed  that  this 
sacrifice  was  a  holy  one.  In  the  High  Priest  was  required  a 
ceremonial  purity,  but  Christ  had  a  real  purity  ;  for  he  was 
holy,  harmless,  undefiled,  and  separate  from  sinners.  And 
having  no  sin  of  his  own,  he  was  liable  to  no  penalty,  he  was 
subject  to  no  curse,  and  was  thus  distinguished  from  all 
merely  human  beings,  and  offered  himself  to  God  as  the  Lamb 
without  blemish  and  without  spot. 

His  death,  too,  I  remarked,  was  voluntary  ;  for  being  under 
no  obligation  from  the  law  to  suffer  on  his  own  account,  nor 
compelled,  by  any  necessity  of  his  nature,  to  suffer  for  others, 
his  great  undertaking  was  voluntary,  and  sprang  from  his  own 
spontaneous  benevolence,  agreeably  with  the  words  of  Scrip- 
ture,— "Lo,  I  come  as  it  is  written  of  me  in  the  volume  of  the 
book,  to  do  thy  will,  0  God."  He  had  the  power  to  lay  down 
his  life,  and  he  had  power  to  take  it  up  again. 

This  sacrifice,  too,  was  one  of  transcendent  dignity,  as  Mr. 
Barker  has  most  clearly  shown  in  those  passages  I  have  read 
in  your  hearing  this  evening.  A  being  of  supreme  dignity 
and  glory,  existing  before  all  worlds ;  forming  the  world  by 
the  word  of  his  power,  and  yet  united  with  a  nature  like  our 
own. 

This  great  High  Pnest  ofiered  himself  to  God  for  the  special 
purpose  of  making  atonement  for  sin.  Hear  the  words  of  the 
Saviour, — "  The  Son  of  man  is  not  come  to  be  ministered  unto, 
but  to  minister,  and  to  lay  down  his  life  a  ransom  for  many." 
"  I  give  my  fledi  for  the  life  of  the  world.*'  Hear  the  language 
of  prophecy,  marking  the  same  design  and  object  of  our  Sa- 
viour's death.  "  He  was  wounded  for  our  transgressions,  he 
was  bruised  for  our  iniquities.  The  chastisement  of  our  peace 
was  upon  him,  and  with  his  stripes  we  are  healed."  And  the 
same  mtenrtion  with  regard  to  the  Father  is  expressed  :— r"  It 
hath  pleased  the  Father  to  bruise  him ;  he  hath  put  him  to 
grief — ^he  hath  made  his  soul  an  offering  for  sin."  Tne  prophet 
Daniel  foretold  that  '*  Messiah  should  be  cut  off,  but  not  for 
himself,"  but  "  to  make  reconciliation  for  iniquity."  So  dis- 
tinct and  so  specific  are  the  Scriptures  in  assigning  an  appro- 
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pruite  object  to  the  Redeemer's  death  ;  and  that  object  is  the 
atonement,  exhibited  so  plainly  in  the  numerons  passages  I 
hare  read  over  in  your  hearing. 

That  object,  too,  stands  conspicuoos  in  the  terms  employed 
to  express  the  dengn  of  the  Saviour's  death.  And  here  I 
ifhall  refer  to  the  Hebrew  terms  used  in  the  Old  Testament  with 
regard  to  the  victims  offered  under  the  law.  As  there  is  a  con- 
nection existing  between  the  type  and  the  anti-type,  so  the 
object  of  the  Saviour's  death  stands  revealed  in  the  terms  ap- 
plied to  both  type  and  anti-type. 

The  Old  Testament,  you  are  aware,  was  written  in  the  He- 
brew lai^^uage :  the  New  Testament  in  the  Greek.  We  can- 
not, therefore,  have  Hebrew  terms  introduced  into  the  Greek 
Testament':  but  it  has  pleased  Providence  that  we  should  have 
a  medium  \y  which  we  can  most  accurately  determine  what 
is  the  meaning  of  the  Hebrew  terms ;  for  it  is  a  fact  that  about 
287  years  prior  to  the  coming  of  our  Lord,  the  Hebrew  text 
was  translated  into  Greek,  and  that  translation  is  called  the 
Septuagint ;  and  this  Scptuagint  has  com^  down  to  our  times ; 
a  copy  of  it  lies  before  me.  Therefore,  we  can  easily  ascer- 
tain what  sense  t^^e  Jews,  who  translated  the  Hebrew  Scrip- 
tures into  Greek,  have  assigned  to  the  terms  in  Hebrew  ;  and 
thus  we  can  compare  the  terms  to  the  Septuagint  vnih  the 
terms  employed  in  the  New  Testament. 

In  the  Old  Testament,  the  Hebrew  word  "  to  aJUrn^'*  is  Kophar. 
It  is  translated  in  the  Septuagint  by  the  word  HUasko,  or 
Exilasko.  Now  we  have  tne  very  same  term  employed  in  the 
New  Testament  with  regard  to  the  object  of  our  itedeemer's 
••death.  But  I  shall  first  give  you  a  few  familiar  instances, 
-which  will  render  every  English  reader  familiar  with  the  mean- 
ing of  the  words  employed.  I  say  the  word  Kophar^  as  a 
Hebrew  verb,  signifies  to  (xtoney  to  appease^  to  pacify^  to  procure 
^a/vov/r»  Now  take  a  few  examples, — Genesis  xxxii.  20,  Jacob 
^ad  incurred  ihe  displeasure  of  his  brother  Esau.  He  is  afraid 
•to  meet  him.  He  sends  a  present  to  him,  and  assigns  his  mo- 
vtive  for  doing  so  ;  for,  Jacob  says,  *'  I  will  appease  him  with 
ilie  present  that  goeth  before  me,  and  afterwards  I  will  see  his 
"iace :  perad venture  he  will  accept  of  me."  Here  the  word 
JCophcur^  is  rendered  to  appease,  and  in  the  Greek  it  is  Exilasko, 

Take  another  example.    In  Proverbs,  xvi.  14,  it  is  said, — 

***  The  wrath  of  a  king  is  as  a  messenger  of 'death  :  but  a  wise 

man  will  po/dfy  it."     Here  the  word  Kophar y  is  rendered  to 

,pacifyy  to  turn  aside  displeasure.    And  in  the  Septuagint  it  is 

again  Exilasko, 

Take  another  example.  In  the  16th  chapter  of  Ezekiel, 
and  63rd  verse,  it  is  written, — "  Tliat  thou  mayest  remember, 
and  be  confounded,  and  never  open  thy  mouth  any  more  be- 
cause of  thy  shame,  when  I  am  pacified  toward  thee  for  all 
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tliat  thou  hast  done,  saith  the  Lord  God."  Here  the  same 
Hebrew  word  again  is  rendered  "/>ac»/^<l,"  to  turn  away  dis- 
pleasure ;  and  it  is  the  same  in  the  Septuagint. 

Now  look  at  this  word  employed  in  a  ceremonial  sense  ;  and 
I  refer  you  to  the  16th  chapter  of  the  book  of  Numbfers,  and 
the  44th  verse.    Here  we  find  that  the  people  of  Israel  had 
murmured  against  God — had  incurred  his  righteous  displeasure ; 
and  the  plague  had  broken  out  amongst  them,  but  Moses  com- 
manded Aaron  to  put  on  incense  to  make  atonement  for  the 
people.    "  And  the  Lord  spake  unto  Moses,  saying,  G^t  you  up 
from  among  this  congregation,  that  I  may  consume  them  as  in 
a  moment.    And  they  fell  upon  their  faces.     And  Moses  said 
unto  Aaron,  Take  a  censer,  and  put  fire  therein  from  off  the 
altar,  and  put  on  incense,  and  go  quickly  unto  the  congrega- 
tion, and  make  an  atonement  for  them :" — (the  word  is  Ko- 
phar) ; — "  for  there  is  wrath  gone  out  from  the  Lord  ;  the 
plague  is  begun.    And  Aaron  took  as  Moses  commanded,  and 
tan  into  the  midst  of  the  congregation  ;  and,  behold,  the  plague 
was  begun  among  the  people  :  and  he  put  on  incense,  and  made 
an  atonement  for  the  people.    And  he  stgod  between  the  dead 
and  the  living  ;  and  the  plague  was  stayed."    Look  at  the  con- 
dition of  the  people.     They  were  perishing  under  Divine  dis- 
pleasure.   Aaron  puts  on  incense  to  make  atonement,  and  the 
plague  is  stayed.     Now  the  Hebrew  word  Kophar^  to  atone,  is 
ExiUxsko^  in  the  Greek  ;  and  we  find  that  very  same,  term  em- 
ployed in  the  New  Testament  with  regard  to  the  object  of  the 
Kedeemer's  death.     Hence  in  Heb.  ii.,  17,  it  is  said, — "  That 
he  might  be  a  merciful  and  faithful  high  priest  in  things  per- 
taining: to  God,  to  make  reconciliation  (HilaskesthaiJ  for. the 
sins  of  the  people."     In  not  less  than  eighty-nine  instances  is 
the  word  Kophar,  employed  in  this  sense  in  the  Old  Testament ; 
and  itp  correspondent  term  in  the  New  Testament,  from  the 
Septuagint,  or  agreeing  with  the  Septuagint,  is  Hilasko,    And 
the  case  itself  presents  a  striking  parallel.    We  have  offended 
God*     We  are  subject  to  his  displeasure.    We  are  liable  to 
eternal  death.    But  our  great  High  Priest  has  put  on  incense — 
has  offered  his  precious  life  as  a  sweet-smelling  savour,  to  turn 
aside  the  shafts  of  justice,  and  to  procure  for  guilty  rebels  the 
bJessioga  of  pardon  and  everlasting  life. 

Such  ia  the  meaning  of  the  word  as  a  verb.  And  what  is  the 
word  as  a  no€li1  The  Hebrew  word  is  Kophety  rendered 
atonem^nt^  Aud  in  the  Greek  it  is  rendered  Hikbsmos^  And 
BxilasmoSy  atonement :  and  we  have  the  same  word,  as  a.noun, 
transferred  to  the  New  Testament,  and  applied  to  our  blessed 
Saviour  in  reference  to  his  sacrificial  death.  Take  the  follow- 
ing passage,  in  John  ii.,  1,  2, — "And  if  any  man  sin,  we  have 
an  advocate  with  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ  the  righteous :  and 
he  is  the  propitiation  (Hilasmos)  for  our  sins  :  and  not  for  our's 
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only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.'*  And  in  the 
4th  chap,  and  10th  verse, — "  Herein  is  love,  not  that  we  loved 
God,  but  that  he  loved  us,  and  sent  his  son  to  be  the  propitia> 
tion  (Hilasmos)  for  our  sins. " 

It  nas  been  remarked  bv  Mr.  Barker  that  the  word  atonement 
never  occurs  in  the  New  Testament  except  once,  when  the  ori- 
ginal is  Katallage  ;  and  that  it  ought  to  be,  and  is  now  rende- 
red, reconciliation.  Admit  that  it  may  be  rendered  reconciliation, 
and  what  follows?  That  the  word  atonement  is  not  contained 
in  the  New  Testament?  No  such  thing.  It  is  contained  in 
the  New  Testament,  only  concealed  under  the  veil  of  our 
English  translation.  (Hissing.)  He  knows  very  well,  or 
ought  to  know,  (if  he  does  not  know,  it  is  a  proof  of  his  in- 
competency to  enter  upon  this  argument — if  he  does  know,  it 
is  a  proof  of  a  want  of  ingenuousness  in  not  confessing  it,  and 
in  building  upon  the  concealment  a  false  proposition) ;  he  ought 
to  know,  that  in  the  Septuagint  the  word  atonement  is  Hilas- 
mos ;  and  he  ought  to  know  that  the  word,  when  transferred 
to  the  New  Testament,  and  applied  to  our  Saviour,  must  have 
the  same  meaning :  and  in  the  passages  I  have  quoted  the  word 
renderedpropitiationis^i/amo*"THE  ATONEMENT  FOR 
THE  SINS  OF  THE  WORLD." 

Further,  to  illustrate  the  subject  of  the  Redeemer's  death,  I 
shall  refer  also  to  the  victims  which  were  slain  in  sacrifice. 
Those  victims  were  numerous,  and  of  various  kinds.  There 
were,  for  example,  the  two  lambs,  daily  slain  and  offered  in 
sacrifice  as  a  morning  and  evening  sacrifice.  Here  is  the  type. 
Christ,  as  the  anti-type,  is  said  to  be  "the  Lamb  of  Grod  whioh 
taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world."  And  the  same  character 
which  our  Saviour  bears  on  earth,  he  sustains  in  heaven. 
The  apostle  John  beheld  him,  in  the  midst  of  the  throne,  in 
the  same  appropriate  character,  "as  a  lamb  that  had  been 
slain."  Amidst  his  glory,  the  emblems  of  his  passion  were 
visible.  There  were  the  tokens  of  his  death ;  there  was  the 
deep  and  fatal  gash ;  the  death- wound  was  obvious,  indioating 
recent  slaughter. 

It  is  remarkable  that  son^times  our  Lord  is  said  to  be  "the 
Lamb  slain  from  the  foundation  of  the  world,"  to  denote,  not 
only  the  original  design  of  Christ  to  die  for  sin,  but  to  denote 
that  the  efficacy  of  his  death  reaches  backward  through  past 
ages  to  the  period  when  man  first  fell  by  traftgression.  But 
here  he  is  described  as  the  "  Lamb  that  had  been  slain,"  the 
marks  of  his  death  being  obvious  to  denote  the  freshness  and 
abiding  virtue  of  the  Saviour's  passion  at  present,  and  through 
all  future  ages  down  to  the  end  of  time.  What  the  Redeemer 
was  when  he  hung  upon  the  cross,  he  now  appears  in  heaven 
— a  sacrificial  victim.  His  wounds  seem  fresh,  and  the  vali- 
dity and  efficacy  of  his  passion  are  the  tame  now  a»  vhen  h» 


279 

hung  upon  the  accursed  tree.  His  atonement  onoe  niade,  its 
efficacy  remains  for  ever. 

And  then,  we  have  in  this  emhlem,  too,  an  indication  of  his 
resurrection,  for  the  Lamb  stood  in  the  midst  of  the  throne. 
Though  it  had  been  slain,  and  bore  the  marks  of  death  upon  it, 
it  stood  erect,  to  indicate  our  Lord's  triumphant  resurrection ; 
and  that  though,  as  a  man,  he  died,  by  the  power  of  his  God- 
head he  rose.  He  burst  the  barriers  of  death.  He  trampled 
iipon  sin,  and  death,  and  hell.  The  seal  melted,  the  stone 
retired  before  the  brightness  of  his  rising  majesty,  and  he  as- 
cended on  high  into  the  heaven  of  heavens,  and  took  his  place 
at  the  right  hand  of  God,  where  he  ever  liveth  to  make  inter- 
cession for  us.  He  is  the  Lamb  of  God  that  taketh  away  the 
sins  of  the  world.     (Applause.) 

Take  another  example — the  pascal  lamb.  Read  the  12lh 
chapter  of  the  book  of  Exodus.  You  will  find,  there,  that  a 
lamb  had  to  be  slain ;  its  blood  had  to  be  sprinkled  on  the 
lintel  and  side  posts  of  the  door ;  and  that  blood  propitiated  or 
saved  from  death :  for  the  destroying  angel,  when  he  beheld 
that  blood,  passed  over  the  houses  of  the  Israelites,  and  they 
were  left  in  safety,  under  the  protection  of  the  covenant  into 
which  they  had  entered  with  God  by  the  sacrificial  blood. 
Here  was  the  type.  Christ  as  the  anti-type,  is  emphatically 
said  to  be  "Our  passover — sacrificed  for  us.  Therefore  let  us 
keep  the  feast,  not  with  old  leaven,  neither  witli  the  leaven  of 
malice  and  wickedness ;  but  with  the  unleavened  bread  of  sin- 
cerity arid  truth."     (1  Cor.,  v.  7.) 

Take  another  example.  On  the  day  of  atonement,  held 
annually,  there  were  several  victims  appointed.  One  was  the 
"  scape-goat,*'  This  animal  was  led  to  the  door  of  the  taber- 
nacle, and  there  the  hands  of  the  priest  were  laid  upon  its 
head,  and  the  sins  of  the  people  were  solemnly  confessed  over 
it ;  and  after  that  interesting  ceremony,  the  animal  was  led 
away  unto  a  land  uninhabited,  as  the  original  expresses  it, 
bearing  the  iniquities  of  the  people.  Here  was  a  typical  transfer 
of  the  guilt  of  the  criminal  to  the  innocent  victim.  Now,  here 
was  the  type.  Christ,  as  the  anti-type,  is  said  to  have  "  once 
suffered  to  bea/r  the  sins  of  many  ;"  it  is  said  that  "he  baro 
our  sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree  :*'  and  to  make  the  paral- 
lel more  complete  and  emphatic  in  language,  the  prophet  says, 
— ^**  All  we  liKe  sheep  have  gone  astray,  and  have  turned  every 
one  to  his  own  way ;  but  THE  LORD  HATH  LAID  ON 
HIM  THE  INIQUITY  OF  US  ALL." 

On  the  same  day  of  atonement,  there  were  other  victims 
offered.  There  were  the  bullock,  the  ram,  and  the  goat. — 
These  were  presented  in  sacrifice  ;  and  after  having  been 
slaughtered,  their  blood  was  solemnly  taken  by  the  High 
Priest  into  the  holy  of  holies,  and  sprinkled  upon  the  mercy- 
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seat,  to  propitiate,  to  atone  ;  and  then  the  Priest  might  appear 
without  danger — ^raight  go  with  boldness  into  the  holy  of  holies 
into  the  presence  of  God.  Here  was  the  type.  Christ,  the 
anti-type,  is  said  to  have  "  entered  once  into  the  holy  place 
not  made  with  hands,  by  his  own  blood,  having  obtained  eter-- 
nal  redemption  for  us.  Nor  yet  that  he  should  have  offered 
himself  often,  as  those  high  priests  who  entered  the  holy  place 
once  every  year  with  blood  of  others  :  for  then  must  he  often 
have  suffered  since  the  foundation  of  the  world  :  but  now  once 
in  the  end  of  the  world  hath  he  appeared  to  put  away  sin  by 
i  the  sacrifice  of  himself."  Thus  we  have,  then,  the  most  inti- 
mate connexion  between  the  type  and  the  anti-type — ^the  object 
of  the  victim  under  the  law,  and  the  object  ascribed  to  our 
blessed  Saviour's  passion  and  death  upon  the  cross. 

.  It  has  been  said  that  confession  and  repentance,  combined 
with  obedience,  are  of  themselves  sufficient ;  and  that  the  ob- 
ject of  our  Lord's  death  is  merely  to  act  upon  the  mind  by  a 
kind  of  moral  influence,  to  produce  repentance  and  a  turning 
to  God.  But  how  happens  it  that,  in  the  appointment  of  the 
type,  there  were  required  not  only  confession,  and  repentance, 
and  amendment,  but  even  when  all  these  were  present  there 
was  an  absolute  requirement  of  the  shedding  of  the  victim's 
blood  before  pardon  could  be  procured  ?  I  will  refer  you  to  a 
passage  or  two  which  clearly  unfold  the  doctrine.  Lev.  6th 
chapter,  from  the  1st  to  the  7th  verse. 

Mr.  Grant  : — Your  time  is  up,  sir. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — I  am  sorry  for  that ;  but  I  must  finish  my 
argument  another  night.     (Applause.) 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — I  trust,  gentlemen,  that  you  will  be  per- 
fectly orderly  while  Mr.  Barker  addresses  you.  The  question 
is  of  too  serious  a  nature  to  admit  of  the  meeting  bemg  dis- 
turbed during  its  consideration.  We  had  better  all  of  us  hear 
uninterruptedly,  and  then  we  shall  be  best  able  to  judge  on 
which  side  the  truth  lies. 

Mr.  Grant  : — I  request  you  will  give  the  same  attention  to 
Mr.  Barker  that  you  have  given  to  Mr.  Cooke. 

MR.  BARKER. — Respected  Chairmen  :  my  Friends, — 
Before  I  proceed  with  my  reply  to  my  opponent,  I  must 
make  one  or  two  remarks  in  reference  to  what  took  place 
yesterday  evening.  1,  My  opponent  brought  forward  a  strong 
argument  to  show  that  Jesus  was  the  son  of  Joseph.  The 
audience  did  not  appear  to  see  its  force,  but  seemed  rather  to 
consider  it  a  weighty  argument  in  favour  of  my  opponent's 
view  of  the  case.  The  argument  of  my  opponent  was,  that 
Adam  in  Hebrew,  antkropos,  in  Greek,  and  homo  in  Latin, 
meant  not  only  man,  but  woman  also  ;  and  that  therefore 
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Jesus  might  be  called  the  son  of  man,  and  yet  be  the  son  of 
a  woman.  He  said  Adam  meant  both  man  and  woman  ; 
and  quoted  Genesis, — "  And  God  made  man  in  his  own 
image  ;  that  is,  male  and  female  made  he  them," — to  prove 
that  male  and  female  were  both  included  in  the  term  Adam^ 
or  man  ;  observing,  tfiat  in  Greek  and  Latin  the  same  rule 
was  observed  with  regard  to  anthropoa  and  Jiomo,  If  what 
he  stated  be  true,  what  follows  ?  Simply  this,  that  if  anikro- 
pos  means  both  man  and  woman,  Jesus  Christ  was  the  son 
both  of  man  and  woman.  It  proves  that  Jesus  was  like  other 
men.  He  was  the  son  of  man, — of  man  and  of  woman  too, 
like  his  brethren. 

2.  As  my  opponent  has  so  frequently  misrepresented  my  own 
writings,  by  giving  you  partial  and  false  quotations,  I  think 
it  only  right  that  he  should  be  desired  by  his  own  chairman, 
when  he  reads  a  portion  of  a  passage  from  my  writings,  to 
read  the  passage  through.  If  we  take  the  sacred  Scriptures, 
and  quote  only  one  small  part  of  a  passage,  we  may  make 
every  book  in  the  Bible  contradict  itself  a  thousand  times, 
and  every  sacred  author  contradict  the  plainest  truths  of  reli- 
gion. Just  so  with  respect  to  any  human  writing.  The 
sentiments  of  any  individual,  by  this  mode  of  quotation,  may 
be  made  to  appear  just  opposite  to  what  they  are.  When  a 
man  uses  no  other  words  but  the  words  that  are  found  in  a 
book,  he  may  imagine  that  he  steers  clear  of  falsifying,  though 
he  misrepresent  the  writer's  sense  :  but  I  may  observe,  that 
the  worst  falsifications  of  all,  are  those  in  which  men  make 
use  of  t7^h  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  ;  and,  while  taking  a 
portion  only  of  what  is  said,  endeavour  to  make  the  impres- 
sion, on  the  minds  of  those  who  hear,  that  the  sense  of  the 
whole  has  been  given.  My  opponent  made  several  state- 
ments in  Feference  to  ray  views  of  the  sacred  Scriptures,  last 
night ;  and  professed  to  quote  my  sentiments  from  a  work  of 
my  own.  I  have  only  to  say,  that  I  shall  feel  exceedingly 
obliged  indeed  if  he  will  read  through  what  I  have  written 
from  the  beginning  to  the  end,  in  reply  to  his  notions  about 
the  infallible  guideship  of  .the  Bible,  andafibrd  you  an  oppor- 
tunity of  seeing  my  views,  as  I  have  stated  them.  And  I 
feel  persuaded,  that  when  once  he  has  read  the  aiticle 
through,  he  will  find  more  work  to  answer  it,  than  would 
occupy  him  from  this  time  forth  to  1870.  (Laughter,  his« 
«ng,  and  applause.) 


2S2 

3.  He  mentioned  a  passage  where  I  state  that  the  differences 
between  the  different  books  of  the  Bible  are  endless.  Now, 
I  say,  let  any  individual  take  up  Matthew's  Gospel,  contain- 
ing Christ's  discourses,  and  hear  what  Jesus  says  upon  the 
way  to  a  state  of  everlasting  happiness  ;  and  then  take  up 
Kxodus,  Numbers,  or  Leviticus,  and  compare  the  two 
together ;  and  if  he  does  not  find  that  the  differences  are 
endless,  then  let  him  blame  me  for  having  made  the  state- 
ment. Every  body  knows,  that  while  one  book  tells  us  to 
be  circumcised,  the  other  says,  even  to  the  Jews  themselves, 
'*  circumcision  is  nothing,  and  uncircumcision  is  nothing,  but 
faith  that  worketh  by  love."  While  one  directs  you  to  wor- 
ship in  this  mountain,  another  tells  you  that  you  shall  wor- 
ship neither  in  this  mountain,  nor  yet  at  Jerusalem,  but  that 
the  "  true  worshippers  shall  worship  the  Father  in  spirit  and 
in  truth  ;  for  the  Father  seeketh  such  to  worship  him."  And 
for  a  person  to  take  the  Jewish  Scriptures,  which  in  many  of 
their  requirements  are  thus  flatly  contradictory  to  the  Christian 
Scriptures,  and  to  put  them  with  the  Christian  Scriptures  into 
one  book,  and  speak  of  them  as  forming  one  guide,  is  a  most 
monstrous  proceeding  :  and  no  individual,  who  did  not  calcu- 
late, to  a  fearful  extent,  upon  the  ignorance  and  blindness  of 
those  he  addresses,  could  ever  attempt  to  treat  them  as  one 
guide,  and  to  say  that  the  Old  Testament  and  the  New  are 
one  in  their  insU'uctions.  If  the  Old  Testament  had  been 
perfect,  says  the  author  of  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  no 
other  would  have  been  brought  in  ;  but  it  was  not  perfect. 
Both  in  its  laws  and  in  its  worship,  in  its  priesthood  and  in 
its  precepts,  in  its  promises  and  in  its  threatenings,  the  law 
of  Moses  differs  widely  from  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ. — 
Things  promised  in  the  Old  Testament  as  blessings,  are  spo- 
ken of  as  things  to  make  people  weep  and  Jament  in  the  New 
Testament :  for  while  one  speaks  of  men  being  blessed  who 
have  a  long  life  and  a  good  name,  the  Redeemer  tells  us  that 
"  blessed  are  those  who  are  persecuted,  and  those  who  are 
reviled,  and  have  all  manner  of  evil  spoken  of  them,  for  his 
sake."  Just  let  my  opponent  read  this  article  through  ;  it  is 
No.  5,  of  "  Truth  and  Eeform  against  ike  World''  It  is  one  of 
seven  letters  to  William  Cooke,  in  answer  to  his  attacks  on 
Joseph  Barker*  Let  him  read  No.  5  through  ;  and  if  he  can 
answer  it,  let  him  do  so  :  if  he  cannot,  let  ray  hearers  learn 
the  difference  between  truth  as  stated  by  a  writer  himself,  in 
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liis  own  books,  and  truth  as  misrepresented  by  an  individual 
for  evil  purposes. 

My  opponent,  this  evening,  has  read  two  or  three  extracts 
from  documents  and  writings  of  my  own.  He  has  not,  how- 
ever, in  (me  single  instance,  given  the  whole  of  the  articles 
from  which  he  read.  He  quoted  one  about  the  trinity.  He 
left  out  a  sentence,  at  the  close,  to  this  effect  : — ^'  But  what 
mode  of  existence  in  the  divine  Being  it  is  that  gives  rise  to 
this  mode  of  speaking,  I  know  not ;  it  is  a  mystery.'*  Yet 
on  these  very  words  which  he  omitted,  the  sense  of  the  whole 
document  depended.  He  quoted  this  document  to  prove 
that  I  professed  to  believe  in  the  common  doctrine  of  the 
trinity  when  admitted  into  the  New  Connexion  ministry. 
The  document,  however,  when  read  en  tire,,  proves  that  I  did 
not  profess  to  believe  in  the  trinity  of  persons  in  the  God- 
head ;  that  I  was  careful  in  wbat  I  said  to  keep  within  the 
language  of  Scripture.  And  I  steadily  refused  to  profess  to 
believe  a  trinity,  or  three  persons.  I  was  content  with  pro- 
fessing what  was  taught  in  the  simple  language  of  Scripture, 
and  I  was  unwilling  to  carry  my  hearers  or  readers  further. 

My  opponent  read  a  portion  of  an  article  in  tlie  Evange- 
lical Refonner.  He,  however,  in  that  article,  also,  left  out 
bits,  here  and  there,  that  did  not  suit  his  purpose.  (Hissing.) 

Mr.  Gilmobe. — This  interruption  ill  befits  the  calm  dig- 
nity of  persons  who  are  persuaded,  they  are  right.  Mr.  Cooke 
has  had  a  fair  hearing — P'  No  he  has  not,*'  said  some  one] ; 
— why  not  give  Mr.  Barker  the  same  ? 

Mr.  Barker. — If  my  opponent  had  not  a  fair  hearing,  it 
was  contrary  to  my  wish ;  for  my  desire  is  that  he  should 
have  a  perfectly  fair  hearing.  Hear  the  following, — it  is 
something  of  what  is  omitted  from  the  article  which  my  op- 
ponent professed  to  read.  You  will  find  that  he  gave  but 
one  side  of  my  views. — 

"  Having  stated  so  fully  what  I  do  believe  respecting  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  it  may  be  requisite  that  I  should  say  some- 
thing about  what  I  do  wo^  believe.  Writers  on  religion  have 
seldom  been  content  with  teaching  what  the  Scriptures  teach 
on  this  subject.  They  have  started  questions  which  the 
Scriptures  do  not  meddle  with,  and  have  given  answers  which 
the  Scriptures  do  not  warrant.  The  Scripture  theory  seems 
to  have  been  too  simple  and  practical  for  many  of  them,  and 
they  have  laid  it  by,  and  formed  another  theory,  full  of  per- 
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plexities  and  mysteries,  contradicting  the  plainest  and  most 
certain  dictates  of  man's  mind.  With  writers  of  this  descrip- 
tion, I  disclaim  all  connexion.  I  cannot  enter  into  their 
foolish  and  daring  questions ;  I  cannot  receive  their  ill-fa- 
voured and  unfounded  systems.  If  a  question  be  asked  me 
respecting  the  person  of  Christ,  my  answer  is,  What  saith  the 
'Scripture  ?  If  the  Scripture  furnishes  an  answer,  it  is  right  ; 
if  it  does  not,  who  is  he  that  will  speak,  when  the  voice  of 
God  is  silent  ?  But  all  have  not  modesty.  There  are,  there- 
fore, many  things  taught  respecting  the  person  of  Christ,  by 
religious  writers,  which  I  am  unable  to  believe.  I  DO  NOT 
BELIEVE   THE  ATHANASIAN*  CREED  :    I  m  not 

BELIEVE    IN  THE  SEPARATE  ^SUBSISTENCES'  OR    "  BEINGS "  OP 

Richard  Watson.  I  have  no  faith  in  Watson's  eternal 
filiation  ;  nor  do  I  altogether  agree  with  Adam  Clarke  on 
that  subject.  And  as  I  keep  to  Scripture  in  my  doctrine  on 
those  matters,  so  do  I  think  it  best  to  keep  to  Scripture  words. 
When  I  have  my  choice,  V  always  prefer  the  words  of  God 
to  the  words  of  man.  I  think  it  best  in  language  as  well  as 
in  doctrine,  to  follow  the  great  apostle,  and  know  nothing 
but  Jesus  Christ..  Hence  I  never  use  the  word  Tinniti/j  and 
I  never  apply  to  God  the  word  Person  or  Persons.  And 
though  I  believe  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  God,  as  I  believe 
that  Christ  is  God,  yet  I  dare  not  apply  to  them,  without 
good  and  sufficient  reason,  any  names  of  man's  invention.  I 
dare  not  speak  unadvisedly  on  such  matters  ;  and  my  con- 
science obliges  me  therefore  to  keep  close  to  the  manner  of 
the  Saviour  and  of  his  holy  and  inspired  apostles.  All  that 
I  know  of  God,  I  learned  from  Scripture  language,  and  all  I 
have  to  teach  I  can  tea^h  in  Scripture  language.  I  have  now 
a  work  before  me  by  Baxter,  one  of  the  greatest  of  men,  a 
notable  lover  of  truth,  and  a  man  of  great  modesty,  too  :  yet 
he  proposes  questions  which  /  could  not  propose,  and  em- 
ploys words  which  /  dare  not  employ.  He  talks  of  a  trinity 
of  '"princi'ples^^''  of  ^essentialities^  of  ^ primalitieSy^  and 
of  'persorcs,'  He  asks  what  relation  there  is  among  the 
Divine  persons  ; — ^how  the  principles  or  divine  virtues  differ 
among  themselves  ;  and  on  all  those  questions  he  gives  end- 
less quotations  of  mysterious,  discordant,  blind  and  task  ^n- 
tences  from  schoolmen  and  fathers,  and  modern  divittes  ;  but 
I  find  not  a  word  of  Christ  among  them  all.  Oiwist  knew 
better  than  to  meddle  with  such  tilings :  he  was  t^  w^ 
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acquainted  with  men's  capacities  and  necessities  to  lead  us 
into  those  dark  and  barren  regions.  It  would  have  been 
well  if  all  who  have  called  themselves  the  followers  of  Christ, 
had  been  his  followers  indeed.  It  would  have  saved^  the 
minds  of  pious  people  from  many  distressing  perplexities,  and 
preserved  religion  from  much  abuse  and  calumny. 

"  If  some  should  think  that  my  views  do  not  go  far  enough> 
let  them  shew  me  a  warrant  from  Scripture,  and  I  will  go 
farther.  I  will  go  any  where,  if  God-  will  lead  the  way  ;  but 
I  dare  trust  no  other  guide.  I  dare  not  rest  on.  man  in  the 
things  of  God.  Man  is  not  my  Saviour ;  man  will  not  be 
my  judge.  *  To  the  law  and  to  the  testimony  ;  if  any  speak 
not  according  to  them,  it  is  because  there  is  no  light  in  them.' 
*  If  any  man  speak,  let  him  speak  as  the  oracles^  of  God.'  " 
(Applause.) 

Such  is  the  conclusion-  of  this  article.  And  Conference 
voted  the  article  defective  and  unsatisfactory.  It  seems 
that  it  would  give  satisfaction  rmv.  But  it  is  too  late. 
Thank  Heaven !  I  have  got  led  a  few  steps  further  still  since 
then.     (Laughter  and  applause.) 

He  made  something  to  do  about  my  having  stated  that  if 
all  that  my  opponent  meant  by  describing  the  Bible  to  be  an 
infallible  guide  was,  that  it  would  lead  those  who  used  it 
properly  to  happiness  and  to  heaven^  then  the  works  of 
Channing,  Wesley,  Barrow,  and  the  like  were  infallible 
guides  in  that  sense.  Some  seem  to  think  these  sentiments 
not  quite  right ;  but  the  Redeemer  tells  us,  that  whatever 
light  a  man  has,  if  he  follow  it-  faithfully,  it  will  lead  hira 
unto  heaven.  The  Redeemer  teaches  us  that  the  man  who 
improves  his  talent,  will,  though  it  be  but  one,  secure  more  ; 
and  that  his  lord  will  say  unto  him,  "  Well  done,  good  and 
faithful  servant :  thou  hast  been  faithful  over  a  few  things-, 
I  will  make  thee  ruler  over  many  things  :  enter  thou  into  the 
joy  of  thy  lord." 

I  will,  however,  now  go  a  step  further,  if  it  be  so  ;  and 
say,  that  if  a  man  be  left  without  any  book  at  all,  and  have 
only  his  own  nature  for  his  guide,»  if  he  do  by  nature  the 
things  written  in  the  law,  he  being  a  law  unto  himself,  God 
will  look  upon  him  witk  approbation,  and  receive  him  into 
his  kingdom.  I  will  go  still  further  than  this,  and  say,  that 
any  one  like  Cornelius^  who  may  not  even  have  heard  of 
Jesus  or  of  Christianity,  and  who  is  still  in  pagan,  comparar 
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tive  darkness,  will,  if  he  fear  God  and  work  righteousness 
according  to  the  light  he  has,  be  accepted  of  God  ;  and  that 
in  every  nation  lie  that  feareth  him,  and  worketh  righteous- 
ness— whether  under  the  Old  or  the  New  Testament — 
whether  under  the  law  of  Moses  or  the  law  of  Christ,  is 
acceptfeA  ;  for  God  is  not  only  just,  but  kind  and  merciful  to 
all  his  works. 

My  opponent  said,  this  evening,  it  was  strange  that  Barker 
and  Barkerianism  did  not  appear  till  the  1 9th  century.  But 
of  course  every  thing  has  a  time  when  it  makes  its  first  ap- 
pearance, and  many  good  things  have  not  appeared  till  rather 
late  on.  Thus  the  law  of  Moses  did  riot  appear  till  the  world 
was  more  than  two  thousand  years  old.  Christ  did  not  appear 
until  the  world  was  more  than  four  thousand  years  old. 
And  the  New  Connexion  did  not  appear  until  it  was  nearly 
six  thousand  years  old.  (Loud  applause  and  hissing.) 
Luther  himself  did  not  appear  until  the  15th  century.  John 
Wesley  did  not  appear  until  the  18th  century.  It  would  be 
a  curious  fact  indeed  if  a  thing  were  to  be  considered  wrong, 
because  it  did  not  make  its  appearance  sooner  than  it  hap- 
pened to  do. 

He  gave  us  several  other  quotations  from  other  writings  of 
mine.  What  the  quotations  proved,  I  cannot  tell.  They  only 
seemed  to  me  to  prove  that  it  was  possible  for  a  man  in 
four,  and  especially  in  a  dozen  years,  to  grow  a  little  wiser 
than  he  was  before. 

He  quoted  my  views  on  the  divinity  of  Christ  from  a 
sermon  in  the  Investigator,  Those  views,  unless  they  are 
not  quite  so  easily  understood  as  I  think  they  are,  he  might 
have  seen,  came  near  my  present  sentiments  ;  namely,  that 
Jesus  was  a  proper  man,  but  that  he  was  the  tabernacle  in 
which  God  dwelt,  and  therefore  was  called  Emmanuel, 
"  God  with  lis."  Mark  you,  I  never  state  in  that  sermon 
that  there  are  three  Gods,  of  divine  persons,  or  that  God  the 
Son  dwelt  in  Christ.  From  the  beginning  to  the  end  I  teach 
that  there  is  just  one  God  ;  and  that  that  one  God,  even  the 
Father,  dwelt  in  Jesus.  Jesus  was  therefore  the  tabernacle 
in  which  God  dwelt,  and  through  which  he  manifested  him- 
self to  the  world.  I  did,  however,  at  that  time,  consider 
that  the  fact  of  God  dwelling  in  Christ,  made  it  proper  to 
call  Christ  himself  God.  I  do  not  think  so  now.  My  views 
have  changed.     (Laughter.)     I  now  believe  that  the  truth  re- 
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vealed  in  the  sacred  oracles  is,  that  there  is  one  only  whom 
we  ought  to  speak  of  as  the  true  God.  Jesus  Christ  never 
claimed  the  honour  of  being  God  ;  but  expressly  declares, — 
"  This  is  life  eternal,  to  know  ikee,  the  Father,  to  be  the  only 
true  God  ;  and  to  know  7ne  to  be  the  messenger  whom  thou 
hast  sent."  * 

He  says,  that  Christ  was  Emmanuel  then,  but  now  he 
must  not  bear  tliat  name.  I  answer  :  it  is  a  name  I  give  to 
Jesus  still, — and  which  appears  to  me  to  express  his  charac- 
ter truly.  He  is  indeed  "  God  with  us."  The  fulness 
of  the  Godhead  dwells  in  him  ;  and  the  Godhead  is  revealed 
through  him.  There  is  nothing  in  this  at  variance  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  pure  humanity  of  Christ. 

He  says,  I  then  believed  in  the  pre-existence  of  Christ, 
and  that  he  was  God.  I  have  shown  you  in  what  sense  I 
then  believed  Christ  to  be  God.  But  does  my  opponent 
mean  to  prove  that  men  must  never  grow  wiser  1  That  they 
must  be  as  wise  when  children,  as  when  men  ?  That  Peter, 
and  Paul,  and  Luther,  and  Wesley,  and  Penn,  when  they 
rose  from  the  midst  of  Judaism,  or  modem  false  theology, 
into  purer  and  brighter  light,  did  wrong ;  that  when  they 
changed  the  rudiments  of  the  law,  or  the  inventions  of  men, 
for  the  pure  Gospel  of  Christ,  they  forsook  the  truth  ?  I 
should  be  ashamed,  if  I  were  my  opponent,  to  pursue  such 
a  course  of  observation,  especially  after  I  had  pledged  my- 
self to  abstain  from  personalities,  and  to  discuss  only  prin- 
ciples. Still,  if  this  is  the  best  course  he  can  find,  he  must 
be  allowed  to  go  on  in  it :  but  I  cannot  follow  him.  /  must 
proceed  with  jynjiciples. 

He  referred  to  the  song,  "  Worthy  is  the  Lamb,"  &c. ; 
and  said,  "  not  the  son  of  Joseph."  But  T  suppose  he  ac- 
knowledges that  Jesus  was  the  son  of  Mary  ;  and  to  be  the 
sun  of  Mary  could  be  no  way  more  honourable  to  Jesus 
than  to  be  the  son  of  Joseph. 

He  referred  to  the  New  Hymn  Book,  and  read  a  hymn, 
and  intimated  that  I  should  not  regard  it  in  the  same  light 
now.  I  answer,  I  look  upon  the  hymn  with  great  pleasure,  only 
it  has  one  fault — ^that  of  being  addressed  to  Christ,  instead 
of  to  that  Divine  Being  to  whom  Jesus  himself  always  prayed. 
It  is  addressed  to  Jesus,  contrary  to  Christ's  doctrine,  that 
under  all  circumstances,  we  should  pray  to  the  Father.  Christ 
said,^ — "  In  that  day  ye  shall  ask  me  nothing  ;  but  whatsp* 
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ever  ye  shall  ask  the  Fathet',  in  my  name,  he  will  give  it 
unto  you," 

One  passage  that  he  read  over  contained  a  reference  to 
Unitarians.  The  impression  which  se«med  designed  tx)  be 
made  by  my  opponent  was,  that  the  churches  with  which  I 
and  W."  Trotter  were  united,  were  formed  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  excluding  Unitarians.  If  my  opponent  had  read 
the  whole  of  the  **  Investigator,"  he  would  have  seen 
a  number  of  articles  on  the  right  of  private  judgment, 
by  that  same  W.  Trotter  whom  he  now  lauds,  though  he 
was  expelled  along  with  me.  W.  Trotter,  in  those  articles, 
pleads  expressly  for  the  admission  of  Unitarians  and  Soci- 
nians  into  the  church,  if  they  believed  in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah, 
and  manifested  a  sincere  determination  to  study  and  to  do  God's 
will.  These  were  the  principles  on  which  we  ourselves  were 
united.  At  the  same  time,  I  confess  that  at  that  period  I  re- 
garded Unitarians  as  very  seriously  in  error.  Unitarians  and 
Unitarianisin  had  been  so  slandered  by  all  the  parties  among 
whom  we  had  moved,  that  it  was  impossible  to  steer  clear  of 
prejudice.  Hence  I  was  prejudiced  both  against  the  system 
and  against  the  men.  I  had  never  been  in  the  company  of 
Unitarians  during  all  my  life  ;  and  I  had  never  heard  of 
them  except  as  the  greatest  sinners  on  the  face  of  the  earth. 
I  heard  them  regularly  doomed  to  eternal  damnation  The 
principal  persons  with  whom  I  associated,  said  it  was  impos- 
sible that  they  could  be  sincere,  and  that  it  was,  therefore, 
impossible  that  they  could  be  saved  ;  though  I  never  joined 
with  those  who  said  so.  I,  however,  for  a  long  time,  regarded 
them  as  a  kind  of  infidels.  I  considered  that  they  did  not 
sufficiently  respect  the  sacred  Scriptures  ;  and  believed  they 
were  far  away  from  truth.  At  length,  I  became  acquainted 
with  one  of  them,— Franklin  j4owatth,  ot  Bury,  a  minister  ; 
and  I  found  him  one  of  the  loveliest  characters  I  had  ever 
known, — one  of  the  greatest  lovers  of  truth,  and  one  of  the 
warmest  lovers  of  mankind, — one  of  the  most  laborious  men 
I  ever  met  with  in  the  cause  of  temperance  and  human  im- 
provement. I  found  him  a  modest,  humble  man,  ready  to 
sacrifice  even  his  life  for  the  cause  of  God.  I  also  became 
acquainted  with  another  Unitarian  minister/  Phihp  Carpenter, 
son  of  Dr.  Carpenter,  of  Bristol — ^a  worthy,  Christ4ike,  good 
young  man.  This  led  me  into  the  company  of  others,  and  I 
became,  to  some  extent,  acquainted  both  with  the  men  and 
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with  the  system.  I  now  saw  that  they  had  been  wickedly 
slandered.  I  had  always  heard  them  spoken  of  as  men  who 
were  either  enemies  to  Christ,  or  ignorant  of  Christ's  reli- 
gion, or  as  individuals  who  set  at  nought  divine  authority, 
and  as  so  bad,  that  one  did  not  know  what  manner  of  dread- 
ful characters  they  were.  I  soon  found  that  these  statements, 
made  by  hired  and  interested  individuals,  were  false  ; — that 
Unitarians  did  not  reject  the  Scriptures  ; — that  they  respected 
them  ; — tliat  the  liberty  they  sought  was  simply  the  liberty 
of  judging  for  themselves  as  to  their  meaning,  and  of  a})plying 
the  Scriptures  to  all  the  purposes  of  the  Christian  life  for 
themselves.  I  therefore  changed  my  views  of  Unitarians, 
and  of  Unitaiianism  itself :  and  though  I  cannot  be  a  Uni- 
tarian,  as  Unitarianism  is  presented  to  my  mind  at  present, 
yet  still  I  must  declare  that  Unitarians  are,  so  far  as  I  have 
known  them,  the  best  body  of  Christians  I  have  met  with ; — > 
that  they  are  remarkable  for  intelligence,  for  love  of  truth,  for 
virtue,  for  philanthropy, — for  every  thing  like  God  and  Jesus. 
Christ ;  and  that  they  will  not  only  bear  a  comparison  with 
professing  Christians  of  other  denominations,  so  far  as  Fam 
acquainted  with  them  ;  but  that  they  are,  in  fact,  far  supe- 
rior to  them  generally  in  these  respects.  This  testimony  I 
am  glad  to  have  an  opportunity  of  giving  on  behalf  of  this 
most  abused — this  most  unjustly  and  wickedly  slandered  and 
persecuted  people  of  God. 

I  come,  now,  to  what  my  opponent  said  on  the  subject  of 
atonement  ;  and  I  must  confess  that  I  am  sorry  there  is  so 
little  for  me  to  answer.  (Laughter.)  I  am  sure  there  are 
parties  present  who  would  make  out  a  better  case  in  favour 
of  some  kind  of  satisfaction  to  justice,  than  has  been  made 
out  by  :ii^. Opponent.  However,  such  as  it  is,  I  shall  just 
notice  it^  ^d  pass  along. 

He, says,  the  object  of  Christ's  blood  was  to  be  a  propitia- 
tion. True  ;  but  was  it  to  propitiate  God  by  satisfying  Jm 
justice  ;  or  by  redeeming  men  from  sin  ? 

He  aays,  God's  justice  and  the  sinner's  pardon  could  not 
be  harmonized.  I  proved  that  God's  justice,  in  Scripture  lan- 
guid generally  meant  mercy.  But  even  suppose  it  to  mean 
joBtice  in  the  orthodox  theological  sense,  what  does  the  pas- 
sage in  Romans  prove  ?  Simply  this,  that  so  long  as  people 
are  .wicked^  God's  justice  will  reward  them  according  to 
Iheir  works  ;  but  that  when    men  become  good,  and  are 
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brought  to  love  and  obey  God,  God's  justice  itself  can  for- 
give them  then, — that  Christ's  death  was  needed  to  enable 
justice  to  forgive  men,  because  it  was  needed  to  bring  men 
from  bad  works  to  good  works — to  bring  them  from  dead 
works  to  serve  the  living  God  ;  and  that  when  Christ's  blood 
had  done  this,  God's  justice  forgave  them,  and  God's  righte- 
ousness accepted  them. 

He  spoke  of  type  and  anti-type.  I  wish  he  would  explain 
his  meaning,  and  give  us  his  theory  of  t3rpes  and  anti-types. 

He  referred  to  the  7th  and  9th  chapters  of  Hebrews, 
showing  that  the  High  Priest  entered  the  holy  of  holies  with 
blood.  But  the  very  thing  he  quoted  was  to  this  effect ;  that 
as  the  blood  of  bulls  and  goats  was  to  sanctify  and  purify  the 
flesh,  so  the  blood  of  Christ  was  not  to  satisfy  God's  jus- 
tice, but  to  'purify  and  sanctify  our  minds  that  we  might 
serve  the  living  God.  And  that  is  the  doctrine  T  have  all 
along  taught.  If  the  blood  of  bulls  sanctifieth  to  the  puri- 
fying of  the  flesh,  how  much  more  must  the  blood  of  Christ 
purge  your  conscience  from  dead  works  to  serve  the  living 
God? 

The  blood  of  the  New  Testament,  or  New  Will,  is  men- 
tioned ;  that  is,  the  blood  by  which  the  New  Will  is  sealed, 
made  valid,  powerful;  not  blood  by  which  God's  justice  is 
satisfied. 

Another  passage  was  quoted,  confirming  the  same  view  ; 
"  Once  in  the  end  of  the  world  Christ  hath  appeared  to  put 
away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself."  He  has,  you  see,  pvi 
away  sin,  not  satisfied  fustice. 

He  says,  Christ  was  once  offered  to  bear  the  sins  of  many. 
True  ;  to  bear  away  their  sins.  As  he  bore  sickness  away 
from  men,  by  curing  them  of  it,  so  Christ  died  to  bear 
away  men's  sins,  to  redeem  them  from  all  iniquity,  to  purify 
them,  and  make  them  a  peculiar  people,  zealous  in  all  good 
works. 

He  says,  Christ  offered  himself  to  make  an  atonement  for 
sin.  The  New  Testament  does  not  say  he  ever  did.  But 
if  it  did,  what  would  it  mean  ?  That  he  died  in  order  to 
reconcile  men  unto  God,  and  make  both  one.  But  this  can- 
not be  done,  except  so  far  as  men  are  redeemed  from  iniquity. 

He  says,  Christ  gave  his  life  a  ransom  for  many.  True. 
But  for  what  purpose  ]     To  redeem  them  from  iniquity. 

He  says,  it  pleased  the  Father  to  bruise  him.    True.    But 
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for  what  end  ?     That  he  might  redeem  us  from  all  iniquity, 
and  bring  us  to  God. 

He  says,  the  Messiah  was  cut  off,  not  for  himself,  but  to 
make  an  end  of  sin,  and  to  bring  in  everlasting  righteousness. 
The  very  doctrine  I  had  taught. 

He  says,  the  word Kopher j'ln  the  Hebrew,  means  atonement, 
and  that  the  same  word  rendered  into  Greek,  Ilaaco,  means 
to  appease.  All  right.  But  when  is  God  appeased  ?  Is  he 
appeased  towards  any  man  who  is  still  living  in  sin  ?  Or  is  it 
then  that  he  is  appeased,  when  men  are  redeemed — ^brought 
from  sin  1  God  is  angry  with  men  on  account  of  sin  ;  and 
he  is  appeased  towards  men  when  they  are  redeemed  from 
sin.  This  is  the  constant  doctrine  of  the  Scriptures  respect- 
ing the  end  of  Christ's  death  or  sacrifice. 

He  says,  Moses  made  atonement  with  incense.  Then  it 
seems  atonement  can  be  made  without  blood.  In  truth,  for- 
giveness can  be  obtained  from  God  at  any  time  when  men 
offer  the  sacrifice  of  a  broken  and  a  contrite  heart.  A  broken 
and  a  contrite  heart,  0  God,  thou  never  wilt  despise. 

He  says,  Christ  made  reconciliation  for  the  sins  of  the 
people.  True :  but  how  1  Did  he  effect  reconciliation  be  - 
tween  God  and  those  men  who  still  remained  in  sin  ?  Are 
not  many  still  aHenated  from  God  by  their  sins — by  their 
wicked  works  ?  Is  any  individual  brought  to  a  state  of  recon- 
ciliation with  God  until  he  is  delivered  from  sin,  and  brought 
to  act  righteously  %  The  whole  epistle  shows  that  Christ 
makes  reconciliation  by  purging  men, — ^by  sanctifyirig  m 
from  dead  works,  to  serve  the  living  and  true  God, 

He  says  the  word  "atonement"  is  in  the  New  Testament, 
only  concealed  under  the  veil  of  the  English  translation.  So 
it  seems  my  opponent  himself  has  found  out  that  the  common 
translation  is  not  quite  correct,  and  that  one  of  the  most 
important  of  Christian  doctrines  is  hid  in  the  commoii  ver- 
sion, under  the  veil  of  a  false  translation.  But  how  is  it  in 
the  new  translations  ?  Neither  John  Wesley  nor  Dr.  Conquest 
put  it  in  in  Romans.  Whether  they  have  put  it  in  in  any 
other  part,  I  cannot  positively  say.  But  if  it  is  there,  let 
any  one  show  it  me ;  and  let  us  see  if  aiky  orthodox  transla- 
tor has  taken  away  the  veil  from  the  doctrine  of  the  atone- 
ment. 

He  says,  Christ  is  a  lamb  that  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the 
world.  True;  he  takes  it  away,  as  already  repeatedly  ex- 
plained; literally  and  truly  takes  it  away. 
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He  says,  Christ  is  compared  to  the  paschal  lamb  whose 
blood  saved  the  Israelites  from  death.  True,  again ;  but 
the  paschal  lamb  did  not  save  them  by  satisfying  divine  jus- 
tice ;  satisfaction  to  God *s  justice  was  in  no  way  concerned 
with  the  passover. 

He  referred  to  the  scape-goat ;  and  said  that  the  sins  of 
the  people  were  confessed  over  it ;  that  it  was  led  away  into 
a  land  uninhabited,  bearing  away  the  sins  of  the  people. 
Just  so.  But  here,  also,  there  is  nothing  done  to  satisfy 
God's  justice.  The  goat  bore  the  sins  away.  So  Christ 
bears  our  sins  away  truly  ;  he  redeems  us  from  all  iniquity. 

He  spoke  of  the  blood  shed  on  the  day  of  atonement,  and 
sprinkled  on  the  mercy-seat,  &c.  That  has  been  already 
explained.  I  observed  that  the  sacrifice  was  called  sin,  and 
represented  the  putting  of  sin  to  death :  that  when  the  blood 
was  shed  and  sprinkled  before  God,  it  was  received  by  God 
as  a  declaration  on  the  part  of  the  people,  that  they  had  put 
their  sins  to  death,  and  were  resolved  to  sin  no  more,  and  that 
God  accepted  them  on  that  account.  This  is  all  in  harmony 
with  the  views  we  have  laid  down. 

He  says,  it  had  been  said  that  confession,  repentance,  and 
obedience  were  sufficient ;  and  that  Christ's  death  was  to 
bring  us  to  these;  but,  he  adds,  how  was  it  that,  besides 
these,  the  shedding  of  the  victim's  blood  was  requisite  before 
pardon  could  be  granted.  We  answer,  See  the  Psalms  of 
David; — '*Thoudesirest  not  sacrifice;  else  would  I  give  it  : 
thou  delightest  not  in  burnt  offering.  The  sacrifices  of  God 
are  a  broken  spirit :  a  broken  and  a  contrite  heart,  O  God, 
thou  wilt  not  despise."  If  David  speaks  true,  God  did  not 
care  for  the  oviward  sacrifice.  He  forgave  sins  out  of  respect 
to  the  inward  sacrifice,  if  that  sacrifice  was  an  humble, 
penitent  heart. 

I  have  gone  through  my  opponent's  remarks ;  and  T  now 
come  to  the'dbctrine  of  the  Trinity.  ^^ 

My  opponent  stated  that  this  doctrine  had  been  held  by 
all  heathen  nations,  in  all  ages.  I  showed  that  this  would 
be  no  proof  of  its  truth,  if  it  were  so ;  but  that  in  fact  it  was 
not  so  ;  and  that  his  quotations  were  false.  I  gave  you  one  from 
Seneca  as  a  specimen.  I  thought  he  would  have  tried  to 
explain  it,  and  tell  you  how  it  was  that  he  mis-quoted  that 
author ;  but  he  did  not. 

He  then  said  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  was  held  by  the, 
ancient  Jews.     That,  however,  was  proved  to  be  false ;  and 
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it  was  also  shown  that  if  it  had  been  proved  to  be  true,  it 
would  have  been  no  argument  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  doc- 
trine. But  I  showed  that  the  quotation  which  he  pretended 
was  from  Rabbi  Jonathan,  was  a  false  one.  He  stated  that 
it  was, — "  Holy,  that  is  the  Father ;  Holy,  that  is  the  Son ; 
Holy,  that  is  the  Holy  Ghost.*'  I  gave  you  a  copy  of  Jona- 
than's comment;  and  I  told  you  that  there  was  neither  Fa- 
ther, Son,  nor  Holy  Ghost  in  the  whole.  I  gave  you  for 
that  statement,  the  authority  of  Rammohun  Roy,  one  of  the 
cleverest  scholars  that  ever  lived.  [Some  confusion  was  here 
evinced  on  the  platform  and  in  the  meeting.]  I  should  be 
glad  to  have  a  little  order,  (which  the  chairmen  used  their 
exertions  to  effect.)  We  did,  however,  wish  to  have  still 
better  authority,  that  there  might  be  no  mistake;  and  we 
accordingly  wrote  to  Rabbi  Raphall,  one  of  the  first  Hebrew 
scholars  of  the  day.  [More  confusion  on  the  platform.]  It 
would  be  well  if  the  committees  would  set  an  example  of 
orderly  behaviour  to  others.  I  have  heard  many  complaints 
of  my  opponent's  committee,  and  if  those  complaints  are 
true,  I  do  hope  they  will  change  their  conduct,  and  maintain 
order.  (Hear,  hear.)  I  say  we  wrote  to  Rabbi  Raphall. 
We  wrote  to  ask  for  a  transcript  from  Jonathan's  Targum, 
and  he  has  sent  us  it,  and  given  us  a  literal  translation  of  it. 
I  shall  read  it,  and  then  Mr.  Cooke  may  examine  it,  if  he 
pleases,  to  see  if  it  be  correct.  The  translation  is  this:  — 
"Holy  in  his  heaven  on  high,  the  exalted  house  of  his  pre- 
sence. Holy  on  earth,  the  work  of  his  power.  Holy  for 
ever,  and  for  ever,  and  ever."  That  is  the  translation  which 
the  Rabbi  gives  us.  His  note  accompanying  it  is  as  fol- 
lows : — 

**  My  dear  Sir ! — In  a  hurried  reply  to  your  favour,  I  beg 
to  say,  NO  rabbi  ever  held  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  or 
of  three  persons  in  the  Godhead.  The  passage  in  Isaiah, 
from  the  version  of  Jonathan,  I  give  at  foot,  with  a  literal 
translation,  for  the  accuracy  of  which  I  vouch. 

"  You  will  pardon  the  extreme  briefness  of  this  note,  as  I 
am  on  the  point  of  leaving  town  for  Ireland. 

"Yours  very  respectfully, 

«M.  J.  Raphall." 

"Birmingham,  25,  8,  45." 

Now  I  expected  that  my  opponent  would  have  given  us 
some  account  of  the  way  in  which  he  was  led  to  make  this 
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false  quotation ;  and  either  acknowledge  that  the  wror  was 
wilful,  or  that  he  was  led  into  it  by  the  authority  of  some 
orthodox  guide  that  had  preceded  him.  But  on  this  pointy 
also,  he  has  chosen  to  be  silent.  I  make  no  appeal  to  your 
passions  on  this  subject.  I  wish  not  to  excite  any  improper 
feelings  towards  my  opponent.  I  wish  you  not  to  be  excited. 
But  these  are  curious  facts.  I  have  no  doubt  you  will  re- 
member them,  and  form  your  own  judgment  with  respect  to 
the  party  who  employs  such  means  in  defence  of  what  he 
calls  the  essential  doctrines  of  Christianity.  The  reason  I 
mention  the  matter  is,  that  you  may  know  what  wedit — what 
weight  to  give  to  other  quotations  from  books  with  which  you 
are  not  acquainted,  and  to  other  statements  which  are  made 
in  reference  to  authors  to  which  you  have  not  access.  I  men- 
tion those  things  that  you  may  be  on  your  guard,  and  not 
follow  a  man  thoughtlessly  into  the  dark,  when  you  find  that 
lie  has  already  lost  his  way  so  sadly  in  the  dark  himself. 

I  will  now  notice  another  argument  which  my  opponent 
brings  forward  in  proof  of  the  trinity.  He  says  the  Jews 
had  a  name  of  twelve  letters,  which  they  substituted  for 
Jehovah  ;  and  that  Galatinus  states  that  this  twelve-lettered 
name  is,  literally,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit.  I  answer, 
1  st,  this  statement  is  made  by  Serle,  the  same  person  who 
gives  the  false  and  forged  comment  of  Rabbi  Jonathan. 
2nd,  T  learn  from  Rammohun  Roy,  one  of  the  best  of 
scholars,  and  one  of  the  cleverest  and  most  upright  of  men, 
first, that  Galatinus  only  believed  that  these  twelve  letters  were 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit.  Second,  that  Serle  himself 
expresses  doubts  as  to  the  source  from  which  Gcdatintba  had 
obtained  his  information.  Third,  that  the  construction  of 
the  sentence  of  twelve  letters  is  conformable  to  the  European 
style  of  writing,  but  is  quite  foreign  to  the  Hebrew  idiom  ; 
proving  it  to  be  a  European  invention.  Fourth,  that 
Maimonides,  the  original  authority  of  Serle,  owns  that  these 
twelve  letters  were  the  first  letters  of  twelve  other  Ttames,  and 
not  three  complete  words  in  themselves. 

Other  arguments  apparently  borrowed  by  my  opponent 
from  Serle,  are  exposed  by  Rammohun  Roy  in  the  same 
effectual  way. 

My  opponent  next  tells  us  that  the  early  Fathers  held  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity.  T  answer,  1 .  They  did  not  hold  the 
doctrine  which  is  now  called  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  nor 
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any  thing  like  it.  But  2,  If  they  did,  it  would  not  prove  it 
Scriptural.  3.  The  earliest  Fathers  of  all  do  not  mention 
either  the  trinity,  or  the  Godhead  of  Christ.  The  oldest 
creed,  called  the  Apostles'  creed,  does  not  teach  it ;  nor  do 
the  writings  of  the  earliest  fathers.  4.  Many  of  the  works 
referred  to  by  orthodox  writers  in  proof  that  the  early  Chris- 
tians held  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  are  forgeries  ;  others 
are  sadly  corrupted  ;  and  the  quotations  generally  made  from 
them  are  any  thing  but  fair  representations  of  their  meaning. 
I  have  examined  several  of  those  pretended  quotations  ;  and 
they  are  as  partial,  as  garbled,  and  altogether  as  false  as  my 
opponent's  pretended  quotations  from  my  own  writings. 

He  tells  us,  again,  that  heathen  writers  have  recorded  the 
fact  that  the  early  Christians  worshipped  a  Trinity  in  Unity. 
I  would  like  to  know  which  Heathen  writers  have  recorded 
this  fact  ?  I  have  never  met  with  any  such  writers.  Let 
my  opponent  produce  them. 

He  says,  the  trinity  is  maintained  by  almost  the  entire 
mass  of  professing  Christians.  I  answer,  so  is  the  infalli- 
bility of  the  Church  of  Rome  ;  the  duty  of  laymen  to  submit 
to  their  priests  ;  and  the  propriety  of  praying  to  the  Virgin 
Mary.  For  the  Protestants  are  but  a  handful  compared  with 
the  Catholics  and  the  Eastern  churches  ;  and  a  few  ages 
back,  they  were  fewer  still.  Three  hundred  and  fifty  years 
ago,  the  priests  were  not  allowed  to  marry  ;  and  even  to  this 
day  the  great  majority  regard  the  marriage  of  a  priest  as  an 
intolerable  abomination.  So  that  a  number  of  persons  be- 
lieving in  a  doctrine  is  no  proof  of  its  truth.  I  further 
observe,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  is  not  held  by  so 
many  people  as  my  opponent  fancies.  Silence  is  not  consent  J 
Multitudes  do  not  think  of  it.  When  they  do  think,  they 
generally  differ  in  opinion  ;  then  doubt,  then  disbelieve. 

He  says,  the  great  body  of  the  Church  are  united  and 
harmonious  on  the  trinity.  Not  so  ;  they  are  very  far  from 
being  united  and  harmonious  on  this  subject.  The  differences 
of  opinion  among  the  Trinitarians  on  the  subject  of  the 
trinity  are  endless.  I  shall  give  you  a  few  specimens.  One 
of  the  first  statements  of  the  doctrine  is  the  Nicene  Creed.  It 
says  Christ  was  begotten  according  to  his  divine  nature, 
before  all  worlds ;  teaching  the  doctrine  of  the  eternal  son- 
ship,  &c.  But  neither  Moses  Stuart  nor  Dr.'  Wardlaw 
agrees  in  this.     Adam  Clarke  calls  it  eternal  nonsense,  or  a 
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contradiction  in  terms.  T  will  give  you  Adam  Clarke  s 
opinion.  It  is  from  his  Notes  on  Luke  i : — "  The  eternal 
sonship  I  reject,  for  the  following  reasons  : — Ist.  I  have  not 
been  able  to  find  any  express  declaration  in  the  Scriptures 
concerning  it.  2ndly.  If  Christ  be  the  Son  of  God  as  to  his 
divine  nature,  then  he  cannot  be  eternal :  for  son  implies  a 
father ;  and  father  implies,  in  reference  to  son,  precedency , 
in  time,  if  not  in  nature  too.  Father  and  son  imply  the  idea 
of  generation  ;  and  generation  implies  a  time  in  which  it  was 
effected,  and  time  also  antecedent  to  such  generation.  3rdly. 
If  Christ  be  the  Son  of  God,  as  to  his  divine  nature,  then 
the  Father  is  of  necessity  prior,  consequently  superior  to 
him.  4thly.  Again,  if  this  divine  nature  were  begotten  of 
the  Father,  then  it  must  be  in  time  ;  i.  e.  there  was  a  period 
in  which  it  did  not  exist.  This  destroys  the  eternity  of  our 
blessed  Lord,  and  robs  him  at  once  of  his  Godhead.  5thly. 
To  say  that  he  was  begotten  from  all  eternity,  is,  in  my 
opinion,  absurd  ;  and  the  phrase  *  eternal  son,'  is  a  positive 
self-contradiction.  Eternity  is  that  which  has  had  no  be- 
ginning, nor  stands  in  any  reference  to  time.  Son  supposes 
time,  generation,  and  father ;  and  time  also  antecedent  to 
such  generation.  Therefore  the  conjunction  of  these  two 
terms.  Son  and  eternity,  is  absolutely  impossible,  as  they 
imply  essentially  different  and  opposite  ideas." 

The  next  form  of  the  trinitarian  doctrine  is  the  Atha- 
nasian  Creed.  With  that  creed  some  of  you  are  acquainted, 
I  will  read  you,  however,  a  small  portion  of  it.  "  The 
true  Catholic  faith  is  this  : — That  we  worship  one  God 
in  Trinity,  and  Trinity  in  Unity ;  neither  confounding 
the  persons,  nor  dividing  the  substance.  For  there  is 
one  person  of  the  Father,  another  of  the  Son,  and 
another  of  the  Holy  Ghost."  Yet  these  three  persons 
are  all  said  to  be  one  God.  The  Father  is  said  to  have 
begotten  the  Son,  yet  the  Son  is  of  the  same  age  with  the 
Father.  Neither  of  them  was  before  or  after  the  other. 
The  Holy  Ghost  proceeded  from  the  Father  and  the  Son  ; 
yet  he,  too,  is  of  the  same  age  with  them.  In  fact,  the 
creed  concludes  thus, — "  And  in  this  Trinity  none  is  afore  or 
after  the  other,  none  is  greater  or  less  than  another  ;  but  the 
whole  three '  persons  are  co-eternal  together,  and  co-equal.'^ 
This  creed  is  not  only  disapproved  of  by  Wardlaw  and  Stuart, 
but  also  by  John  Wesley,  who  rejects  it  as  incorrect  and 
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mischievous,  and  says  all  explanations  of  the  trinity  are 
wrong.  And  he  adds,  that  he  imagines  that  no  well  informed 
man  would  attempt  to  give  any  explanation  of  the  doctrine 
at  all. 

Again  ;  Dr.  W.  Sherlock  states  that  the  trinity  is  three 
separate  minds,  as  distinct  from  each  other  as  Peter,  James, 
and  John.  He  says,—"  It  is  plain  the  persons  are  perfectly 
distinctf  for  they  are  three  distinct  and  infinite  minds,  and 
therefore  three  distinct  persons  ;  for  a  person  is  an  intelli- 
gent being  ;  and  to  say  there  are  three  divine  persons,  and 
not  three  distinct  infinite  minds,  is  both  heresy  and  non- 
sense.— Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  are  as  really  distinct 
persons  as  Peter,  James,  and  John."  Dr.  South  gives  the 
following  summary  of  Sherlock's  opinions  upon  the  trinity  : 
"  In  his  discourses  upon  the  trinity,  he  calls  the  three  per- 
sons in  the  Godhead  three  mind^,  three  spirits,  three  svh- 
stances,  essences,  and  natures.  To  these  expressions  he 
adds,  in  his  last  book,  three  selfs,  three  i^'s,  three  singulars, 
three  sam^es,  three  wholes,  one  absolute  divinity,  with  two 
internal  processions,"  &c. 

We  have  next  the  doctrine  of  Dr.  Wallis,  who  opposed 
Sherlock,  and  got  him  condemned.  He  says, — "  To  find  out 
the  true  sense  of  the  word  person,  as  applied  to  the  trinity, 
we  are  to  consider  what  was  the  true  sense  of  the  word  per- 
sona in  approved  Latin  authors.  It  did  signify  the  state, 
quality,  or  condition  of  a  man,  as  he  stands  related  to  other 
men.^^  Then  he  proceeds  to  say  that  David  was,  at  the 
same  time,  the  son  of  Jesse,  the  father  of  Solimton,  and  the 
King  of  Israel ;  thus  presenting  three  characters,  and  thi^ 
is  what  he  means  by  three  persons.  And  then  he  adds, — 
"  Now,  if  three  persons,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word 
person,  may  be  one  man  ;  what  hinders  but  that  three, 
divine  persons,  in  a  sense  metaphorical,  may  be  one  God. 
And  what  hinders  but  that  the  same  God,  distinguished 
according  to  these  three  considerations —  those  of  Father, 
or  Creator  ;  Son,  or  Redeemer  ;  and  Holy  Ghost,  or  Sancti- 
fier, — may  fitly  be  said  to  be  three  persons  ?  Or,  if  the 
word  person  do  not  please,  three  somewhat ^,*ihai  are  but  one 
God."  And  thus  he  makes  the  trinity  into  what  has  been 
very  properly  and  shrewdly  designated,  "  Unitarianism  in  a 
mist."  , 

We  have  then  the  view  of  Leibnitz,  who  says  the  three 
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persons  are  three  relations  in  the  divine  substance,  but  not 
absolute  substances.  Still  they  are  three  substances,  but 
not  as  absolute  substances  separaUly,  as  they  are  all 
together. 

Toellner  says  ;  they  are  three  eternal  and  really  different 
actions,  with  three  really  different  substrata ;  he  also  calls 
them  three  distinct  energies,  three  distinct  substances, 

S.  T.  Coleridge  says  ;  "  God  is  the  absolute  will :  It  is  his 
name  and  the  meaning  of  it.  It  is  the  Hypostasis.  As 
begetting  his  own  Alterity,  the.  Jehovah,  the  Manifested — 
he  is  the  Father :  but  the  Love  and  the  Life — the  Spirit — 
proceeds  from  both." 

Of  course  I  am  not  expecting  you  to  understand  those  ex- 
planations ;  I  am  not  expecting  you  to  understand  any  one 
of  them  j^  but  only  shewing  that  the  whole  Christian  world, 
happens  not  to  be  united  on  the  subject  of  the  trinity. 

Another  definition  given  by  Archbishop  Whately,  as  a 
quotation  from  a  Protestant  Author,  is  as  follows  : — "  Theo- 
logy teaches  tfiat  there  is  in  God  one  Essence,  two  Pro- 
cessions, three  Persons,  four  Relations,  five  Notions,  and  the 
Circumincession,  which  the  Greeks  call  Perichoresis."  The 
Archbishop  rejects  this  definition,  and  adopts  the  theory  of 
three  Relations,  similar  to  Wallis.  Tillotson  calls  the  tri- 
nity three  Differences  ;  Burnet,  three  Diversities ;  Seeker, 
three  Subsistences;  others,  three  Postures;  Le  Clerc  thought 
them  to  be  three  Cogitations;  and  William  Cooke  thinks 
they  are  three  Distinctions,  but  what  kind  of  distinctions  he 
says  he  cannot  tell. 

There  are  multitudes  of  other  definitions,  as  unscriptural 
and  unintelligible  as  these. 

As  we  have  shown,  Wesley  disapproves  of  all  explications 
of  the  subject.  He  tells  us  that  all  we  have  to  believe  is  the 
text  which  says  that  "  there  are  three  that  bear  record  in 
heaven,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost :  and 
these  three  are  one."  We  are  just  to  believe  in  these  words 
without  any  explanation  ;  for  he  says, — "  I  do  not  know 
that  any  well-judging  man  would  attempt  to  explain  them 
at  all."  Yet  he  says  we  are  not  required  to  believe  any 
mysteries.  However,  this  is  his  trinity.  Now  it  turns  out 
that  the  passage  in  1st  John  is  a  forgery  ;  so  that  John  Wes- 
ley's trinity  is  gone. 

My  opponent  tells  us  that  the  notion  of  a  trinity  is  very 
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ancient.  I  answer,  infidelity  and  sin  are  more  ancient 
still. 

He  says,  the  trinity  has  always  been  connected  with  the 
Divine  blessing,  with  rich  experience,  perfect  development 
of  Christian  character,  abundant  usefulness,  and  triumphant 
deaths.  Now  I  ask,  with  what  was  it  connected  during  the 
dark  ages  ?  T  answer,  mystery  and  abomination  went  hand 
m  hand.  With  what  is  it  connected  now  in  Italy,  S^in, 
and  South  America,  &c.  ;  and  with  what  is  it  connected 
in  the  orthodox  sects  of  Britain  and  North  America  ?  With 
intolerance,  divisions,  and  persecutions, — with  priestcraft, 
tyranny,  and  slavery  ;  with  man-stealing,  and  slave-breeding, 
and  slave-dealing  ;  with  covetousness,  oppression,  and  drunk- 
eness  ;  with  lying  and  slandering ;  with  forging  lies  and 
hypocrisy  ;  with  robbery  and  murder;  with  adultery  and  for- 
nication ;  with  rapes  and  sodomy ;  with  beastiality  and  in- 
cest ;  with  wholesale  and  horrible  profligacy,  and  with  all 
abominations.  And  the  priests,  the  advocates  of  those 
mysteries,  are  the  WORST,  the  MOST  P&OFLIGATE, 
the  MOST  FILTHY,  and  the  MOST  ABANDONED  OF 
ALL.  (Loud  hissing  and  groaning,  arfswered  by  applause.) 
I  have  no  wish  to  excite  strong  feeling,  if  I  could  help  it  ; 
but  when  individuals  talk  as  if  rich  Christian  experience, 
abundant  usefulness,  the  perfect  development  of  the  Chris- 
tian character,  and  the  like,  were  to  be  found  in  connection 
with  a  belief  of  the  trinity  only,  I  think  I  have  a  right  to 
point  out  with  what  other  characteristics  it  is  associated. 
(Hissing,  and  various  remarks  made  in  the  body  of  the 
meeting.) 

Mr.  Gilmobb  : — You  speak  as  men  that  are  afraid  of  the 
truth. 

Mr.  Grant  :-r-Nothing  can  be  more  indecorous  ;  and, 
what  is  another  thing,  nothing  more  unwise. 

Mr.  Barker  : — When  I  speak  thus  of  the  priests  of  ortho- 
doxy, I  spesdc  not  at  random.  I  know  them.  I  utter  what 
I  have  seen  and  proved, 

I  will  tell  you  what  the  trinity  has  been  connected  with 
elsewhere.  It  has  been  connected  with  the  INQUISI- 
TION, with  its  cruelties  and  tortures,  with  its  robberies 
and  murders,  with  its  darkness  and  terrors,  with  its  groans, 
and  sighs,  and  deaths. 

It  has  been  connected  with  the  murder  of  the  Huguenots, 
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and  with  St.  Bartholomew's  day :  with  the  diabolical  perse- 
cution of  the  poor  heterodox  Waldenses  and  Albigenses  : 
with  the  Holy  Alliance,  and  the  enslavement  of  Europe : 
with  our  national  grievances,  and  with  the  cruel,  unrighteous, 
and  exterminating  wars  of  the  government.  It  has  been 
connected  with  the  abominations  of  our  colleges  and  uni- 
versities :  those  sinks  of  iniquity,  those  most  profligate  and 
l^c4lpfous  of  all  places.  It  has  been  connected  with  Easter- 
dii^fs  and  church-rates  ;  with  lordly  bishops,  and  enormous 
salaries,  and  idle  lives  ;  with  Irish  oppression,  and  Rathcormac 
slaughters :  with  a  million  able-bodied  priests  who  live  on 
the  hard-earned  pence  of  the  poor,  and  refuse  to  work  for  their 
bread  ;  who  "  devour  widows'  houses,  and  for  a  pretence 
make  long  prayers."  (Boisterous  hissing  and  applause,  with 
numerous  questions  and  short  observations,  apparently  ad- 
dressed to  the  speaker.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — Gentlemen,  I  beg  to  express  it  as  my  own 
opinion  that  you  will  do  best  quietly  to  hear  Mr,  Barker. 
Let  him  stand  in  his  own  proper  colours,  and  on  his  own 
responsibility ;  and  you  can  form  your  own  judgment. 
(Applause.) 

Mr.  Gtlmore  : — I  trust  you  will  take  Mr.  Grant's  advice. 
Mr.  Barker  desires  nothing  but  to  stand  in  his  own  proper 
colours  ;  and  I  trust  you  will  give  him  leave  to  show  them. 
(Applause.) 

Mr.  Barker  : — Mr.  Cooke  says  he  desires  to  make  you 
understand  my  principles,  to  lay  them  all  before  you.  I 
desire  to  help  him.  He  will  never  be  able  to  do  it  alone  ; 
T  therefore  trust  you  will  allow  me  to  aid  his  efforts,  or  to 
do  it  for  him.  (Laughter  and  applause.)  I  know  there  are 
truly  religious  people  in  the  various  denominations  of  ortho- 
dox professors.  I  cannot  doubt  but  that  there  are  many 
men  of  truly  Christian  feeling,  and  godly  tempers,  and 
holy  lives,  both  among  Catholics  and  Protestants,  Calvinists 
and  Methodists,  as  well  as  among  other  sects.  I  know  this. 
I  am  acquainted  with  many  such.  I  know,  too,  that  there 
are  mixed  up  with  the  orthodox  system  great  quantities  of 
truth,  calculated  to  exert  a  good  influence  upon  the  heart  and 
mind.  But  those  persons  that  are  good,  and  holy,  and  useful 
in  connection  with  the  orthodox  system,  and  with  orthodox 
exclusive  sects,  are  not  good,  and  holy,  and  religious  through 
a  belief  in  the  trinity,  or  in  conseqttence  of  such  belief,  but 
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in  spite  of  it.  As  Wesley  observes,  "  not  one  in  twenty, 
perhaps,  of  those  who  become  religious,  ever  thinks  of  the 
trinity  at  first."  When  they  do  begin  to  think,  they  gene- 
rally either  disbelieve  the  doctrine,  or  become  intolerant  and 
malignant.  The  good  that  is  in  them  is  to  be  traoed  to  those 
better  principles  which  they  hold  in  connexion  with  false  or- 
thodoxy. The  natural  tendency  of  orthodoxy ^  apart  from 
those  great  truths  which  the  heterodox,  so-called,  are  afMis- 
tomed  to  unfold,  is  to  destroy  man's  freedom,  and  to  impo- 
verish, and  pervert,  to  enslave  and  to  destroy  men's  souls. 

My  opponent  says,  where  the  trinity  is  denied,  there  is  a 
moral  blight:  Unitarianism  is  cold,  insipid,  and  unblest.  I 
answer ;  it  is  not  always  cold  ;  it  is  not  always  insipid  ;  and 
if,  by  "  unblest,*'  my  opponent  means  unblest  with  success, 
when  properly  advocated,  he  is  greatly  in  error.  And  if  by 
unblest  he  means  that  it  does  not  exert  a  godly  influence  on 
men's  hearts  and  lives,  when  allowed  full  operation  among 
the  masses  of  mankind,  then  the  statement  is  a  great  false- 
hood. SocinuB  is  represented  as  one  of  the  most  e^^emplary 
of  his  age,  and  as  surpassing  his  age  both  in  goodness  and 
understanding.  I  never  heard  any  thing  to  the  discredit  of 
Servetus,  who  was  persecuted  to  death  by  Calvin  for  his 
anti-trinitarianism.  Newton  and  Locke  were  called  Uni- 
tarians by  the  orthodox ;  yet  they  were  noble  characters. 
If  they  were  not  Unitarians,  then  their  Trinitarian  opponents 
most  wickedly  slandered  and  belied  them.  The  chief  re- 
formers in  America — ^the  most  active  non-resistants  and  abo- 
litionists— are  chiefly  anti-trinitarian.  Wm.  Penn,  and  his 
feUow  labourers  in  the  cause  of  truth  and  freedom,  and  of 
universal  improvement,  were  the  same.  The  Arians  of  Ire- 
land, so  far  as  I  am  acquainted  with  them,  are  among  the  most 
kind-hearted  and  generous,  the  most  pure  and  lovely,  the  most 
beneficent  and  Christ-like  of  the  human  race.  The  Unita- 
rians of  England  are  amongst  the  best  specimens  of  sancti- 
fied humanity  with  which  I  have  become  acquainted  here. 
I  know,  of  course,  they  have  their  failings.  I'hey  have 
allowed  orthodox  intolerance  and  overbearing  almost  to 
alarm  them,  and  make  them  think  the  world  is  not  yet  ripe 
for  their  sentiments.  They  have  not  done  all  they  should 
have  done  for  rousing,  enlarging  and  enlightening  the  public 
mind,  and  exposing  the  errors  and  abominations  of  false 
orthodoxy.     But  taking  them  in  other  respects,  they  are  a 
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people  truly  worthy  of  the  Christian  name  ;  and  Christianity 
may  well  receive  honour  from  the  character  of  many  of  them. 
The  firsf  movement  in  the  Teetotal  cause,  and  almost  the 
first  mov^ihent  in  the  cause  of  temperance,  was  made  by 
Joseph  Livfeey,  of  Preston  ;  and  his  labours  in  the  cause  of 
temperance  and  human  improvement  generally,  have  been 
unceasing  and  abundant.  He  is  the  friend  of  freedom  and 
impHovement'  in  all  forms  ;  and  he  sighs  and  toils  devoutly 
for  the  regeneration  of  the  human  family.  And  he  is  an 
anti-trinitarian,  and  an  an ti- sectarian.  The  chief  opponents 
of  war,  of  capital  punishment,  of  restrictions  upon  com- 
merce, and  all  such-like  abominations,  are  to  be  found 
among  Unitarians.  Unitarianism,  therefore — though  it  is 
a  name  I  never  liked,  and  with  which  I  could  not  be  identi- 
fied— is  not  cold,  insipid,  and  unblest.  Moral  barrenness 
and  spiritual  sterility  are  not  inseparable  from  anti-trinitarian 
principles. 

I  come  now  to  some  further  arguments  which  my  oppo- 
nent has  made  use  of  in  favour  of  the  trinity.  His  first 
argument  is  drawn  from  the  fact  that  in  the  Hebrew  writings 
God  is  generally  called  Aleim,  or  Ehhim,  This  word  means 
'*  Gods,"  as  I  have  already  stated  ;  so  that  if  we  are  to 
accept  the  principles  which  my  opponent  lays  down  about 
the  Hebrew  language, — the  names  of  which,  he  says,  were 
correct  descriptions  of  the  nature  of  the  things  to  which  they 
were  applied, — Jehovah  is  not  one  God,  but  several ;  and 
my  opponent  ought  to  believe  and  teach,  not  three  inexpli- 
cable, unintelligible  distinctions  in  the  one  God,  but  three 
or  several  Gods  in  one  Jehovah.  Now  if  the  language  of 
God  be  fit  and  proper, — if  it  be  expressive' of  God's  nature, 
and  necessary  for  our  instruction,  why  does  he  not  ttse  it  ? 
Why  not  speak  of  God  as  God  himself  speaks  ?  Why  not, 
instead  of  saying  God,  always  say  Gods  ?  And  why  not,  in- 
stead of  telling  his  young  friends  to  remember  their  Creator, 
or  their  Maker,  teach  them  to  remember  their  Creators  and 
Makers^  according  to  the  original  Hebrew ;  which  are  the 
words  which  my  opponent  says  God  himself  chose  on  pur- 
pose to  express  his  nature,  and  which  he  also  says  are 
strictly  proper.  And  why  use  the  word  Persons,  or  Distinc- 
tions,  or  Personalities  ?  God  has  employed  no  such  words. 
God  uses  the  word  Gods:  and  why  exchange  God^s Jit  and 
proper  words,   for  words  of  man*s  invention,  which  you 
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yourselves  acknowledge  to  be  not  quite  fit  and  proper ;  to  be 
inadequate  to  express  the  idea  of  the  trinity  ?  Such  conduct 
is  the  extreme  of  inconsistency.  It  is  an  insult,  in  fact,  to 
God. 

Again  ;  if  we  take  the  word  Elohim  as  the  pli|^l  for  God, 
and  proceed  on  the  principles  laid  down  by  my  opponent, 
that,  as  it  is  a  name  of  God's  own  choosing,  it  must  exactly 
express  God*s  character  or  nature,  then  we  are  brought  at 
once  to  heathenism.  The  word  Elohim,  Gods,  is  the  same 
word  which  is  applied  in  the  Old  Testament  to  the  gods  of 
the  Gentiles.  It  is  applied  to  them  about  two  hundred 
times  ;  and  in  every  instance,  1  believe,  it  is  translated  gods, 
and  in  every  instance  it  is  correctly  so  translated.  My  oppo- 
nent's principle  thus  brings  us  to  a  level  with  the  heathens, 
the  nations  of  many  gods.  He  may  say  that  the  gods  of  the 
Gentiles  arev  not  true  gods ;  but  this  still  leaves  us  with  a 
numher  of  true  Gods  instead  of  mve.  The  Old  Testament, 
it  seems,  does  not  teach  us  that  Elohim,  or  the  true  Gods, 
are  one  El,  or  one  God.  That  would  do  away  with  Poly- 
theism, or  a  multitude  of  Gods  ;  but  it  would  also  entirely 
do  away  with  the  trinity.  The  Old  Testament  does,  in- 
deed, say  that  Elohim,  the  Gods,  are  but  one  JeJtovah,  or 
essence  ;  but  still  it  teaches  us  there  are  many  Gods,  on 
Wm.  Cooke's  principle.  And  I  am  told  by  Rammohun 
Roy,  that  the  Hindoos  say  the  same,  of  their  thirty,  or  three 
hundred  millions  of  gods  ;  they  say  they  are  all  one  in  essence, 
or  nature,  though  not  in  person.  According,  then,  to  my 
opponent's  principle,  we  are  to  believe  in  several  gods  ;  for 
God's  own  chosen  words  express  that  idea,  if  we  take  the 
words  as  they  stand. 

Again  ;  the  word  "  persons,*^  when  applied  to  God,  if  it 
means  any  thing,  means  Gods.  It  is  used  instead  of  Elohim, 
I  suppose  ;  but  Elohim  means  Gods ;  and  if  "  persons"  is 
employed  in  its  place,  it  will  mean  the  same  as  Elohim, 
Gods.  If  the  words  *^  divine  persons"  do  not  mean  Gods, 
they  are  mere  gibberish,  and  mean  nothing  at  all.  The  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity,  therefore,  becomes  three  Gods  in  one 
Jehovah  ;  and  all  my  opponent's  arguments  prove  the  exist- 
ence of  three  Gods,  if  they  prove  any  thing  at  all.  He 
proves,  first,  that  the  Father  is  God,  and  all  agree  to  it ;  he 
proves,  second,  that  the  Son  is  God  ;  true  God  ;  very  God  of 
very  God;  God,  yet  a  separate  person  from  the  Father. 
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That  k  two  Gods.  He  proves,  third,  that  the  ffolp  Spirit 
is  God,  true  God,  proceeding  from  the  other  two  persons  or 
Gods,  and  yet,  though  true  God,  a  really  distinct  and  sepa- 
rate person  from  the  other  two  persons  proved  to  be  God  : 
and  this  is  ^ree  Gods. 

But,  again  ;  my  opponent  even  proves  that  there  are  not 
only  three  GodSj  but  three  Jehovahs.  He  says  the  Father 
is  Jehovah  ;  that  is  one.  He  says  the  Son  is  Jehovah,  yet 
a  separate  or  distinct  person  from  the  Father  ;  that  is  two 
Jehovahs.  And  he  says  the  Holy  Ghost  is  Jehovah,  yet 
separate  or  distinct  from  the  other  persons  which  are  each 
Jehovah ;  and  that  is  three  Jehovahs. 

It  is  plain,  therefore,  if  there  be  several  in  Jehovah,  they 
are  several  Gods  ;  and  that  if  we  are  resolved  to  speak  of  a 
plurality  in  the  Godhead  at  all,  we  must,  to  speak  scriptu- 
rally,  and  in  accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  by 
my  opponent,  speak  of  several  Gods  in  one  Jehovah,  and 
not  of  three  distinctions  in  one  God. 

But,  then,  here  arises  a  difficulty.  God  is  the  author  of 
the  New  Testament,  as  well  as  the  Old ;  and  in  the  New 
Testament  all  the  names  of  God  are  singular :  there  is  not 
a  plural  name  among  them.  Jesus  and  the  apostles  all  say 
God^  not  Gods  ;  Father ^  not  Fathers,  Here  the  two  Testa- 
ments clash.  One  almost  always  says  Gods;  the  other, 
always,  God.  They  cannot  both  express  exactly  the  same 
thing,  if  my  opponent's  principles  are  good  for  any  thing. 
Yet  they  must  both  be  equally  fit  and  proper,  on  his  princi- 
ples. What  shall  we  say  to  this  ?  We  are  obliged,  of  course, 
to  tumble  my  opponent's  principles  overboard,  and  declare 
his  criticisms  and  rules  of  interpretation  to  be  a  bundle  of 
orthodox  folly.  The  word  Elohim  does  not  prove  a  plurality 
of  Gods  :  then  it  proves  no  plurality  at  all. 

What,  then,  is  the  truth  of  the  case  1  We  answer,  the 
word  Elohim,  when  applied  to  the  true  God,  Jehovah,  is  to 
be  taken  as  a  singular  noun  only  ;  as  expressing  simply  one. 
We  will  prove  that  this  is  its  proper  meaning. 

First ;  it  has  always  been  translated  by  the  singular  name, 
God,  in  all  versions,  whether  made  by  trinitarians,  or  others. 
The  Septuagint,  the  Vulgate,  and  the  modern  versions  all 
translate  the  word,  not  Gods,  but  God.  Now  if  God  used 
.  the  plural,  Gods,  to  express  his  nature,  or  some  plurality  or 
other,  all  the  translations  of  the  Scriptures  in  the  world  have 
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thwarted  God, — have  frustrated  his  purpose, — have  used 
words  that  con^^eal  this  idea  of  plurality  from  people's  minds. 
Second  ;  my  opponent  himself  is  guilty  of  doing  the  same, — 
Jle  does  not  use  God's  own  plural  name  in  speaking  of  God  : 
he  uses  the  singular^  both  in  reading  the  Scriptures,  and  in 
preaching  and  writing ;  thus  helping  to  conceal  God's  reve- 
lations in  this  respect. 

Third  ;  Jesus  and  his  apostles  regarded  the  word  as  singu- 
lar when  applied  to  God  ;  and  in  all  the  discourses  of  Christ, 
and  in  all  the  writings  of  his  apostles,  tlie  singular  name  is 
employed. 

Fourth  ;  both  Christ  and  his  apostles  declare  most  solemnly 
that  thei^  is  only  one  God  ; — not  only  that  there  is  but  one 
Jelwvah,  but  that  there  is  but  one  God. 

Fifth  ;  neither  Christ  nor  his  apostles  ever  tell  us  that 
though  there  is  but  one  God,  yet  there  are  several  persons. 
They  allow  the  old  plural  name  Elohim,  Gods,  to  fall  to  the 
ground  in  the  new  and  brighter  dispensation,  and  put  no 
other  plural  name  in  its  place. 

Sixth  ;  many  trinitarian  authors,  both  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants,  have  declared  it  to  be  foolish  to  attempt  to 
prove  the  trinity  from  the  use  of  the  plural  Elohim  in  the 
Old  Testament.  I  will  give  you  the  statements  of  a  few  of 
them  on  that  subject : — 

Tostat  says, — -**  The  second  principal  authority  which  the 
Master  of  Sentences  adduces  for  a  plurality  ^f  persons  is 
Gen.  i.  1,  *  In  the  beginning  God  created,'  where,  in  the 
original,  the  noun  Elohim  is  put  in  the  plural,  and  the  verb 
in  the  singular ;  the  former  signifying  a  plurality  of  subsis- 
tences ;  and  the  latter,  unity  of  nature.  But  this  cannot 
be  maintained,  for  the  plural  is  here  used  for  the  singular. 
It  is  evident,  that  the  noun  is  to  be  taken  improprie^  as 
otherwise  it  would  indicate  many  Chds,  as  many  men.  Those 
err  egregiously  who  would  prove  a  plurality  of  divine  persons 
from  such  passages  ;  for  the  change  of  number  does  not  arise 
from  any  mystery,  but  from  an  idiom  ;  such  changes  being 
made  from  the  usage  of  the  Hebrew  language." 

Sixtus  Senensis  observes,-—"  With  the  exception  of  Peter 
of  Lombardy,  and  Paul  of  Burgos,  there  has  not  been, 
amongst  the  Greek,  Latin,  and  Hebrew  writers,  one  com- 
mentator  worthy  of  imitation  who  has  explained  the  word 
Elohim  of  the  trinity," 
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Turrien  remarks, — '•'  A  certain  catholic  and  learned  writer 
is  of  opinion,  that  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  are 
Gods,  because  in  the  Old  Testament  the  name  of  the  Al- 
mighty is  always  expressed  in  the  plural  number  ;  as  Eloliimy 
which  he  thinks  ought  to  be  rendered  Gods.  The  doctrine 
itself  I  do  not  impugn,  but,  convinced  by  other  means,  I 
acknowledge  not  this  argument  to  be  solid." 

Cardinal  Cajetan  says, — "It  is  not  on  account  of  the  mys- 
tery of  divine  persons,  but  because  the  signification  of 
Elohim  is  singular,  that  Moses  joins  this  noun  with  the  verb 
'  created*  in  the  singular  number." 

Cardinal  Bellarmine  says, — "  To  prove  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity,  many  allege,  that  Scripture  joins  the  pluraj  name  of 
God  with  a  singular  verb  :  as  Elohim  Bara^  ^  In  principio 
creavit  Dii  ;'  as  much  as  to  say,  Gods  creates  ;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  the  argument  is  at  all  solid,  since,  according  to  the 
usage  of  Scripture,  the  names  of  illustrious  persons  are  put 
in  the  plural  number,  though  the  verbs  retain  their  singular 
form  ; — a  usage  which  we  Italians  partly  imitate,  when,  in 
addressing  any  eminent  individual,  we  say,  not  ^  thou,'  but 
'  you.'  Lest  this,  however,  should  be  deemed  to  savour  of 
Rabbinism,  to  which  I  am  greatly  opposed,  I  shall  adduce 
for  my  opinion  the  reasons  by  which  I  have  been  convinced  : 
— 1 .  In  Scripture  the  same  phraseology  is  adopted  in  speak- 
ing of  men,  or  of  false  deities  ;  as,  Exod.  xx.  3,  *  Thou  shalt 
not  have  strange  Gods,'  lit.  ^  Non  erit  tihi  dii  alii ^  Gen. 
xxix.  9,  '  He  put  his  hand  under  the  thigh  of  Abraham  his 
lord  ;'  in  Hebrew  adonim,  '  of  his  lords  ;'  and  so  Exod.  xxi. 
4.  2.  If  such  words  have  a  plural  signification,  it  would  be 
proper  to  say  that  there  are  many  true  Gods ;  for  who  could 
blame  us  if  we  followed  the  Scriptures  in  this  matter  ?  And 
I  ask,  why  should  it  be  allowable  in  Hebrew  to  call  the 
divine  persons,  Deos,  GodSy  but  not  in  Latin  ?  If  you  reply 
that  in  the  Old  Teffetament  the  name  of  God  is  put  in  the ' 
plural  number  only  when  joined  with  a  singular  verb,  I  an- 
swer, that  is  not  true  ;  for  we  read  in  2  Sam.  vii.  23,  *  What 
nation  is  there  upon  earth,,  as  thy  people  Israel,  whom  God 
went  to  redeem  V  in  Hebrew,  iverunt  Dii.  And  in  other 
passages  you  will  find  many  similar  examples.  Why,  then, 
is  it  lawful  in  the  Hebrew  to  say,  of  the  Divine  persons, 
iverunt  Diiy  and  not  also  in  the  Latin  ?  Certainly  for  no 
other  reason  than  this,  that  the  Hebrews  were  accustomed 
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to  employ  a  plural  noun  with  a  singular  signification  ;  whereas 
the  writers  in  the  Latin  tongue  have  no  such  usage. — 3.  Nei- 
ther Jerome  nor  the  translators  of  the  Septuagint  version  ever 
rendered  the  word  Elohim  in  the  plural  number  [when  ap^ 
plied  to  the  Divine  Being],  which  proves  that,  in  those  pas- 
sages, such  nouns  have  not  a  plural,  but  a  singular,  significa- 
tion.— 4.  If  this  Hebrew  word  have  a  plural  meaning  where 
ever  it  is  found  in  ^e  plural  number,  there  would  be  a  most 
evident  and  very  common  contradiction  in  the  language  of  the 
Bible  ;  for  we  often  read  that  there  is  only  one  God,  and  yet 
as  frequently  [according  to  this  criticism]  that  there  are  Gods, 
But  it  is  incredible  that  the  Deity  should,  by  these  obvious 
contradictions,  harass  his  people,  and  afford  an  occasion  of 
blasphemy  to  their  adversaries." 

Perevia,  Petavius,  Calmet,  Dr.  Geddes,  write  much  to  the 
same  purpose  ;  but  it  is  not  needful  to  quote  them.  Among 
Protestant  commentators  who  take  the  like  view,  I  find  Cal- 
vin, Mercer,  Daneau,  Drusius,  Grotius,  L.  Cappel,  Ley, 
South,  Limborch,  Le  Clerc,  Dawson,  Dr.  Campbell,  and  a 
number  of  others,  whose  names  I  need  not  enumerate.  Thus 
we  have  a  long  string  of  most  respectable  authorities,  both 
among  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants,  by  whom  it  is  con-, 
sidered  to  be  a  folly  to  attempt  to  build  the  trinity  upon  the 
simple  fact  that  God,  in  the  original  Hebrew,  is  called  Elohim, 
literally  Gods. 

It  is  plain,  therefore,  1 .  That  if  Elohim  implies  a  trinity 
of  any  thing,  it  implies  a  trinity  of  Gods.  And  2.  I  may 
add,  that  if  it  implies  a  trinity  in  Jehomh,  the  same  word 
implies  a  trinity  in  Moses,  in  Ashtaroth,  in  Dagon,  in  Che- 
^mosh,  in  the  golden  calf,  &c.,  for  it  is  applied  to  them  all  : 
and  similar  words,  such  as  Adonim,  Baalim,  &c.,  will  imply 
a  trinity  in  Abraham  and  other  single  men. 

Again  ;  my  opponent's  principle  about  the  Hebrew  lan- 
guage is  not  correct ;  nor  his  idea  about  the  words  employed 
by  the  sacred  writers.  They  do  not  use  words  always  accord- 
ing to  the  strict  rules  of  grammar,  or  the  realities  of  science  ; 
they  use  such  words  as  men  were  tLsed  to  •;  and  men  could 
understand  no  other  words.  Hence  they  talk  of  the  sun  ris- 
ing, setting,  standing  still,  going  back,  and  going  down  ;  they 
speak  of  the  walls  of  cities  reaching  up  to  heaven,  and  of 
lands  that  eat  up  their  inhabitants  ;  they  speak  of  God's 
hands,  and  eyes,  of  his  face,  his  feet,  his  bowels,  &c. ;  they 
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ftpeak  of  his  eyes  running  to  and  fro  in  the  earth  ;  and  we 
tuust- believe  all  these  things  literally,  if  my  opponent's  prin- 
ciple of  interpretation  be  admitted.  And  there  are  a  million  of 
6uch  absurdities,  all  of  which  you  must  believe,  if  you  adopt 
my  opponent's  principles,  as  contained  in  his  tract  on  the 
trinity.  And  on  just  the  same  principle,  the  English  might 
prove  from  French  writers,  that  some  people  in  France  have 
no  entrails,  that  others  have  five  times  tfre  quantity  of  com- 
mon men  ;  and  that  to  have  abundance  of  entrails  is  a  Cliris- 
tian  duty.  So  in  reference  to  our  own  language.  If  we 
act  upon  the  same  principles,  a  foreigner  reading  English 
works,  would  conclude  that  we  believed  that  dead  men's'^ 
souls  got  into  living  men's  bodies  and  drove  them  mad  ;  that 
others  are  driven  mad  by  a  stroke  of  the  moon,  and  others 
by  black  bile.  For  the  word  maniac^  literally,  means  one 
possessed  by  manes^  or  the  souls  of  the  dead  ;  and  the 
English  word  ^^  lunatic,''''  from  Luna,  means  moon-struck 
person;  and  ^^ melanclwly''^  means  the  black  cholic  ;  and 
60  on. 

Another  argument  employed  by  my  opponent  to  prove  the 
trinity,  is  drawn  from  such  passages  as  these  ; — *•'  Let  us 
make  man;"  "let  us  go  down;"  "Who  will  go  for  us  ?'* 
But  this  argument  must  share  the  fate  of  its  predecessor. 
1-  If  there  he  several  somethings  in  God,  it  is  several  Gods, 
as  we  have  seen ;  but  several  Gods  there  are  not.  2.  If 
JElohim,  Gods  J  could  be  used  for  one  God,  we  can  easily 
understand  how  "t^<?"  and  "ms,"  can  be  used  for  one  God. 
It  is  no  more  improper  for  one  God  to  say  "  2«5,"  or  "  we,'* 
than  it  is  for  him  to  call  himself  Elohim,  "  Gods."  3.  If  God 
speaking  of  himself,  says  "  w/e,"  and  "  t^s,"  and  if  the  words^ 
are  designed  by  God  to  indicate  a  trinity,  and  are  strictly 
proper,  as  Mr.  Cooke  says,  then  we  ought,  in  speaking  of 
God,  to  follow  this  Scriptural,  this  Hebrew,  this  Divine 
example  ;  and  say,  "  you,"  to  God,  not  ihoUy  when  we 
speak  to  God,  and  "  them,"  not  him,  and  "  they,"  not  he, 
when  we  speak  of  God,  or  the  Gods,  to  others.  Yet  my 
opponent  won't  follow  those  Scripture  examples  on  which 
he  builds  his  argument.     When  he  talks  to  God,  he  says 

Umu^*  as  if  he  believed  God  OTie  when  he  prays  to  him  ; 
and  when  he  speaks  of  God,  he  says  "  he,"  and  "  him  ;" 
not  they,  and  them  :  thus  veiling  the  truth  which  God  sought 
to  reveal,  on  Wm.  Cooke's  principle,  from  the  minds  of  the 
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people.  I  say  our  orthodox  opponents  will  not  speak  as  the 
Hebrew  Scriptures  speak  ;  they  will  not  imitate  God.  They 
will  be  idser  than  God.  Now  if  their  principle  is  not  good 
enough  to  regulate  their  own  way  of  speaking,  they  need 
^  never  expect  it  to  influence  our  way  of  thinking.     If  they 

^  can  be  wiser  than  God,  we  can  be  wiser  than  they,     4. 

Again  ;  the  Mahometans,  who  are  all  anti-trinitarians — as 
you  might  have  guessed  from  the  abuse  which  is  generally 
thrown  upon  them — use  the  same  kind  of  language  of  God. — 
God  is  represented  in  the  Koran  as  saying,  "  TTe"  and  "  ws,'' 
just  as  if  they  believed  in  several  Gods.  Whereas  they  are 
strict  anti-trinitarians.  5.  Rammohun  Roy  has  shown  this 
to  be  a  common  way  of  speaking  throughout  all  the  nations 
of  the  east.  This  way  of  speaking  is  common,  in  fact,  in 
all  languages.  Even  in  Yorkshire,  if  you  get  hold  of  a  little 
child,  and  teaze  it,  it  will  say,  "  let  us  alone."  And  if  you 
have  something  that  it  would  like  to  have,  it  will  say,  "  give 
us  a  bit."  And  a  man  will  often  say  the  same.  But  does 
the  child  believe  itself  a  trinity  ?  The  same  form  of  expres- 
sion is  frequently  used  by  us  ; — we  constantly  say,  "  we" 
and  "t«,"  for  "/"  and  "me.*'  The  argument,  therefore, 
for  the  trinity,  founded  on  this  form  cf  speech,  is  deservedly 
rejected,  even  by  sensible  trinitarians.  I  will  give  you  a  few 
specimens  of  their  way  of  speaking  on  this  point,  out  of 
Wilson's  Concessions  of  Trinitarians  : — 

Speaking  of  the  passage,  "  God  said,  let  us  make  man," 
Luther  observes, — "  With  how  much  confidence  [foolish 
confidence]  did  Augustine  treat  of  these  words,  '  Let  us 
make  man,'  as  an  assertion  of  the  trinity  ;  since  this  doctrine 
cannot  be  proved  from  the  passage." 

Mercer  says, — "  Because  God  speaks  in  the  plural  num- 
ber, our  friends  apply  it  to  the  trinity,  as  if  the  Father  ad- 
dressed the  Son  by  whom  he  made  all  things.  This  opinion, 
indeed,  I  would  not  condemn,  but  prefer  attributing  the 
phraseology  under  consideration  to  the  usage  of  the  Hebrew 
and  other  languages  ;  namely,  that  God  is  introduced  as 
speaking,  and  mention  made  of  him,  according  to  the  man-* 
ner  of  men.  Hence  at  one  time  he  speaks  of  himself  in  the 
plural  number,  and  at  another  in  the  singular ;  as,  I  will 
make  a  help  meet  for  him,'  Gen.  chap.  ii.  18  ;  and,  *  Let  us 
go  down,  and  confound  them  on  the  tower  of  Babel,"  chap, 
xi.  Z. He  therefore  says,  *  Let  us  make,'  according  to 
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human  speech,  and  not  as  if  he  required  any  assistance  in 
the  work  of  creation.  For  as  these  matters  were  written  by 
men,  God  could  not  be  represented  as  speaking,  except 
agreeably  to  human  conceptions;  nor  could  language  be 
otherwise  properly  attributed  to  him.  It  behoves  us  to  press 
the  Jews  with  clearer  passages  in  favour  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  trinity," 

Then  we  have  a  number  of  other  testimonies,  which  it  is 
not  necessary  for  me  to  read. 

My  time,  it  seems,  is  nearly  up. 

I  shall  proceed  with  the  trinity  as  opportunity  offers.  If 
my  opponent  goes  on  with  the  atonement  to-morrow  evening, 
I  will  answer  him,  and  then  proceed  with  the  different  doc- 
trines on  the  list  without  taking  further  notice  of  the  course 
he  may  think  fit  to  pursue ;  my  desire  being  to  lay  those 
subjects  before  you,  with  as  much  clearness  as  possible  ;  to 
go  forward  until  I  have  laid  down  my  views  on  all  those 
points  fairly  and  fully  before  you.     (Applause.) 


SEVENTH  NIGHT. 

FRIDAY,  AUGUST  28,  1845. 

Mr.  Barker  was  first  on  the  platform  this  evening.  He  was 
received  with  gentle  applause. 

On  Mr.  Cooke's  arrival,  the  plaudits  were  loud  and  long 
continued.  This  gave  rise  to  a  cry  of  "  One  for  Barker  ;" 
which  was  responded  to,  though  still  without  any  of  the 
warmth  manifested  by  his  opponent's  friends. 

At  seven  o'clock,  Mr.  Grant  rose  and  said  : — The  time  has 
now  come  when  the  discussion  should  begin,  and,  as  on  former 
occasions,  all  that  I  have  to  request  of  you  now  is  again  to 
reflect  and  turn  over  in  your  minds  the  great  advantage  result- 
ing to  all  parties  from  calm,  silent  attention  and  observation. 
If  I  conld,  by  any  thing  T  could  do,  repress  every  mark  of 
approbation  or  of  disapprobation,  I  would  do  it.  I  entreat 
you  by  all  means  to  keep  calm  while  the  parties  are  speaking* 
Any  interruption  coming  from  you  can  be  of  no  service  what- 
soever. I  beg  to  impress  this  upon  your  minds  ;  and  I  now 
introduce  Mr.  Cooke  to  the  meeting. 

M  li.  COOKE :— Mr.  Chairman :  my  Christian  Friends,---Mr. 
Barker  proposed  at  first,  the  question — What  is  a  Christian  ; 
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and  what  are  his  principles  ? — which  he  was  bound  to  prove 
from  the  Holy  Scriptures.  But  instead  of  that  he  has  brought 
forward  all  the  stale  objections  of  unbelievers  and  avowed 
infidels,  to  prove  that  ^  is  a  Christian  ! 

Mr.  Barker  evidently  has  no  wish  that  I  should  answer  and 
refute  his  cavils ;  for  as  soon  as  he  has  iired  oflF  his  infidel 
artillery,  he  runs  away  to  another  subject  in  order  to  prevent 
my  replies.  But  I  am  not  quite  so  foolish  as  to  follow  his 
wanderings  till  I  see  fit  to  do  so.  The  lead  in  the  discussion, 
you  will  remember,  is  mine.  Mr.  Barker  forgets,  or  is  igno- 
rant of  the  fact,  that  a  child  can  ask  questions  which  its  parent 
cannot  answer  ;  that  a  fool  may  do  the  same  to  a  philosopher  ; 
and  that  an  infidel  may  offer  more  objections  to  divine  truth 
in  five  minutes,  than  can  be  effectually  refuted  in  five  hours. 

Mr.  Barker  said  that  Christ  and  the  Scriptures  teach  that 
whatever  light  a  man  may  have,  if  he  follow  it,  it  will  lead* 
him  to  heaven.  True  ;  but  utterly  foreign  to  Mr.  Barker's 
case  ;  who  has  an  abundance  of  light  that  he  mil  not  follow. 
Christ  also  said,  "  This  is  the  condemnation,  that  light  is  come 
into  the  world,  but  men  love  darkness  rather  than  light,  be- 
cause their  deeds  are  evil." 

Mr.  Barker  asserted  that  the  Passover  had  no  reference  to 
God's  justice.  Was  the  destruction  of  the  first-born,  and  of 
Pharaoh  and  his  host  afterwards,  a  display  ot  God's  mercy  ? 
If  not,  the  Passover  has  to  do  with  God's  justice  ;  and  the 
blood  that  protected  the  Israelites  from  the  sword  of  the  de- 
stroying angel,  was  blood  which  propitiated  and  saved  from 
displeasure. 

Mr.  Barker  referred  at  great  length  to  the  differences  exist- 
ing amongst  ministers  and  Christians  of  every  denomination 
with  regard  to  the  important  subject  of  the  trinity  ;  as  if  that 
variety  of  sentiment  with  regard  to  the  mode  of  the  Divine 
existence  invalidated  the  doctrine  itself.  But  this  is  a  silly 
sophism.  He  ought  to  know,  and  this  assembly  will  know, 
that  the  names  he  brought  forward,  multitudinous  as  they 
were,  present  a  striking  evidence  of  the  fact  that  the  trinity  is 
taught  in  the  Holy  Scriptures !  for  the  names  he  adduced  were 
the  names  of  men  who  held  the  doctrine,  though  they  differ  in 
the  ways  they  choose  to  represent  their  views  of  that  doctrine. 
The  different  terms,  however,  in  which  men  have  expressed 
their  views  on  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  do  not  in  the  least 
invalidate  the  question  itself,  as  a  scriptural  one,  but  establish 
it. 

Mr.  Barker  has  connected  the  trinity  with  all  the  abomina* 
tions  that  disgrace  depraved  humanity,  and  in  language  and 
manner  that  must  have  disgusted  every  reflecting  mind.  But 
after  all  has  proved  just  as  much  connexion  between  them  as 
he  can  prove  between  the  innocence  and  holiness  of  Christ,  and 


1li«  abandoned  wickedness  of  the  Jews  and  of  those  who  mi 
dered  the  Sarioitr. 

.VIr.  Barker  argued  atgreat  length  to  prove  th&t}tuticeiit« 
mercy.  Let  us  take  a  few  examples.  The  Greek  word 
justice  is  dihf  ;  and  it  occurs  in  the  following  passages  :— A 
XXV.  15, — "  Festus  declared  Paul's  case  unto  tjie  king,  Bayii 
There  is  a  certain  man  left  in  bonds  by  Felix,  about  who 
when  I  was  at  Jerusalem,  and  the  chict  priests  and  the  eld 
of  the  Jews  informed  me,  desiring  to  ha-ee  jnAgment  agai 
him."     I>id  tUey  desire  to  have  mercy  agwnst  him. 

Take  another  example.  Acts  xxviii.  3,  4, — "  And  wh 
Paul  had  gathered  a  bundle  of  sticks,  and  laid  them  on  I 
fire,  there  came  a  viper  out  of  the  heat,  and  fastened  on 
hand.  And  when  the  barbarians  saw  the  venomous  be 
hang  on  his  hand,  thev  said  among  themselves.  No  doubt  t' 
mau  is  a  murderer,  whom,  though  he  hath  escaped  the  s 
yet  vengeance  suflereth  not  to  live.''  The  word  is  dike,  hi 
lendered  "  nef^eance,"     Does  vengeance  mean  mercv  ? 

Take  another  example.  2  Thes.  i.  6,  7, 8,  9,—"  Seeing  i1 
a  righteous  thing  with  God  to  recompense  tribulalioti  to  thi 
that  trouble  yon  ;"  was  it  "  mercy"  to  recompense  tribulatio 
— "  and  to  you  who  are  troubled  rest  with  us,  when  the  L( 
Jesus  shall  be  revealed  from  heaven  with  his  mi^'-hty  angt 
in  flaming  fire  taling  vengeance  on  them  that  know  not  Gi 
and  that  obsy  not  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ :  w 
Bhall  be  punished" — who  shall  receive  justice — "  with  everla 
ing  destruction  from  tlie  presence  of  the  Lord,  and  from  1 
glory  of  his  power."  The  word  rendered  " ptmis/ied,"  is  di 
who  shall  receiee  jmtiee.  I  ask,  is  it  mer^  that  is  here  rep 
sented  as  punishing  men  with  everlasting  destruction. 

The  word  dikaios  is  an  adjective ;  and  the  following  ate  ( 
amples  of  iU  meaning.  Matthew  xx.,  I>eginning  at  the  I 
verse — "  And  he  went  out  about  the  third  hour,  and  saw  othi 
standing  idle  in  the  market-place,  and  said  nnto  them,  Go 
also  info  the  vineyard  ;  and  whatsoever  is  ripht  I  will  g 
j-ou  :  andtiiey  went  their  way.  Again  he  went  out  about  1 
sixth  and  ninth  hour,  and  did  likewise.  Abont  the  elevei 
hour  he  went  out,  and  found  others  standing  idle,  and  sa 


Go  ye  also  into  the  .vineyard  ;  and  what?oever  is  right,  tl 
shall  ye  receive.'  The  word  "  right"  is  here  dikaiot,  jtut, 
This  refers,  you  yerceive,  to  the  wages  wlijch  a  master  gi' 
to  his  servant.  Is  it  taerafid  to  give  the  servant  his  wag* 
There  are,  it  is  true,  some  who  confound  mercy  wtth  jitsti 
It  appears  Mr.  Baxker  does.  I  have  heard  of  some  wl 
wlien  they  pay  their  workmen's  wages  for  their  hard 
bour,  calf  that  wages  "cbarity,"  or  mercy  :  but  the  hoa 
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labourer  does  not  call  it  "  charity ^^^  or  mercy  ;  and  he^ia^ill^ot 
admit  that  it  is  mercy,  or  "  charity, ^^  He  calls  it  ^^ justice;^ 
aircL  so  will  all  mankind  who  have  not  lost  either  their  reason 
or  their  moral  principle  ! 

The  word  dikai6s  is  an  adverb  j  and  the  following  is  an 
example  of  its  meaning.  Luke  xxiii.  39,  40,  41, — "  And  one 
of  the  malefactors  which  were  hanged,  railed  on  him,  saying  ; 
If  thou  be  Christ,  save  thyself  and  us.  But  the  other  answer^ 
ing,  rebuked  him,  saying.  Dost  thou  not  fear  God,  seeing  thou 
art  in  the  same  condemnation  ?  And  we  indeed  justly  /"-— 
dikai^ — ^*  for  we  receive  the  due  reward  of  our  deeds  ;  but 
this  man  has  done  nothing  amiss."  Does  the  word  dikaids 
xnean  merciful  ?  Was  the  expiring  thief  when  suffering  for 
ids  crimes  against  the  laws  of  his  country, — suffering  and 
expiring  because  of  mercy  1 

Take  another  examj]Je.  Micah  vi.,  1, — "He  hath  shewed 
thee,  0  man,  what  is  good ;  and  what  doth  the  Lord  require 
of  thee  but  to  do  justly ^^---dikaiQs — "  and  to  love  mercy,"— 
here  justice  and  mercy  are  placed  in  palpable  contra-distinction, 
"and  to  walk  humbly  with  thy  God?" 

The  reasoning  of  Mr.  Barker  would  go  to  prove  that  there  is 
no  such  thing  as  justice  in  existence; — no  justice  in  onan — 
no  justice  in  human  governments — ^no  justice  in  God.  Such 
Teasoning  is  trifling  in  the  extreme,  and  scarcely  deserves  a 
reply.  However,  just  to  expose  his  weakness  and  folly,  in 
confoimding  God's  justice  with  his  mercy,  take  the  .following 
passages: — 

Genesis  xviii.,  26, — "That  be  farifrom  thee  to  do  after  this 
manner,  io  slay  the  righteous  with  the  wicked :  and  that  the 
righteous  should  be  as  the  wicked,  that  be  &,r  from  thee : 
Shall  not  the  judge  of  all  the  earth  do  ri^ht?^* 

Deut.  xxxii.,  4, — "He  is  the  rock,  his  work  is  perfect :  for 
all  his  ways  are  judgment:  a  God  of  truth  and  without  ini-  • 
quity,  just  and  ri^ht  is  he." 

Job  xxit,,  12,  and  following  verse«»r— "Yiea,  surely  God 
will  not  do  wickedly,  neither  will  the  Almighty  pervert  judg- 
ment. Who  hath  given  him  a  charge  over  the  earth?  or  who 
hatiii  disposed  the  whole  world  ?  If  he  set  his  heart  upon 
man,  if  he  gather  unto  himself  his  spirit  and  his  breath; 
sdl  flesh  sh^U  perish  together,  and  man  shall  turn  again  into 
dust.  If  now  thou  hast  understanding,  hear  this  :  hearken  td 
the  voice  of  my  words.  Shalleven  he  that  hateth  riffhi  govemi 
and  wilt  thou  condemn  him  that  is  most  just  ?  " 

Psalm  Ixxxix.,  14, — "  Justice  and  judgment  are  the  habita- 
tiou  of  thy  throne :  mer<^  and  truth  shall  go  before  thy  face." 

Zephaniah  iii.,  6,r— "  The  jttst  Lord  is  in  the  midst  thereof ; 
he  will  ndt  do  iniquity:  every  morning  doth  he  bring  hi* 
judgment  to  light,  he  faileth  not ;  but  tlie  unjust  knoweth  no 
•hame."  q 
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Rev.  XV.,  3, — "  And  they  sing  the  song  of  Moses  the  servant 
of  God,  and  the  song  of  the  Lamh,  saying.  Great  and  marvel- 
lous are  thy  works.  Lord  Grod  Almighty,  just  and  true  are 
thy  ways,  thou  King  of  Saints." 

Rev.  xix.,  2, — "  For  true  and  righteous  are  his  judgments  : 
for  he  hath  judped  the  great  whore,  which  did  corrupt  the 
earth  with  her  fornication,  and  hath  avenged  the  blood  of  his 
servants  at  her  hand.  And  again  they  said.  Alleluia.  And 
her  smoke  rose  up  for  ever  and  ever," 

Nothing  can  more  clearly  prove  the  distinction  between  jus- 
tice and  mercy,  and  nothing  more  completely  overthrow  Mr. 
Barker's  argument. 

While  Mr.  Barker  would  exclude  justice  from  the  Divine 
nature,  his  mode  of  arguing  excludes  equity  from  the  Divine 
government.  He  makes  sin  a  trifle  ;  and  the  Divine  govern- 
ment distinguished  by  the  indulgence  of  a  weak-minded  parent ; 
not  the  holy  and  equitable  administration  of  a  righteous  Judge. 
The  claims  of  law  and  justice,  on  his  scheme,  are  disregarded 
and  set  aside  ;  and  man  is  left  to  infer  that  sin  is  not  so  serious 
an  evil  as  is  represented  ;  but  that  either  God's  law  is  too 
stringent  to  be  just,  or  his  threatenings  too  severe  to  be  inflicted. 

In  the  face  of  this  evidence,  what  becomes  of  Mr.  Barker's 
attempt  to  reconcile  Romans  iii.,  26,  to  his  theory  ?  What 
becomes  of  his  attempt  to  show  that  dikaioos,  just,  means 
eleeinos,  merciful?  His  representation,  too,  of  Dr.  Clarke's 
interpretation  of  this  passage  is  partial  and  false.  I  will  read 
you  Dr.  Clarke's  own  words  on  verse  26  : — "  To  manifest  nowy 
his  infinite  mercy  ;  and  to  manifest  it  in  such  a  way  that  he 
might  still  appear  to  be  the  JUST  God,  and  yet  the  JUSTI- 
FIER,  the  pardoner  of  him  who  believeth  in  Jesus.  Here  we 
learn  that  Grod  designed  to  give  the  most  evident  displays  both  of 
\iv&  justice  BXidimer*^.  Of  his  justice^  in  requiring  a  sacrifice^ 
and  absolutely  refusing  to  give  salvation  to  a  lost  world  in  any 
other  way ;  and  of  his  mer(^,  in  providing  the  sacrifice  which 
jtistice  required.  Thus,  because  Jesus  was  an  atonement,  a 
ransom  price^  for  the  sin  of  the  world,  therefore  Grod  can,  con- 
sistently with  his  justice,  pardon  every  soul  that  believeth  in 
Jesus.  This  is  the  full  discovery  of  God's  righteousness ;  of 
his  wonderful  method  of  magnifying  his  law,  and  making  it 
honourable,  of  showing  the  infinite  purity  of  his  justice,  and 
of  saving  a  lost  world." 

Thtis  Dr.  Clarke  translates  dikaioos,  just,  not  merdfid. 
After  this  exposure  of  Mr.  Barker's  misrepresentation,  will 
any  one  believe  him  again  ?     (Hissing  and  laughter.) 

While  Mr.  Barker's  theory  of  non-satisfaction  excludes  jus- 
tice from  Grod's  nature  and  administration,  it  excludes  also  all 
efficacy  from  the  sacrifice  of  Christ.  For  who  was  the  victim  ? 
A  pious  young  man,  he  tells  us.    And,  forsooth,  this  pious 
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young  man  is  represented  as  the  "  Lamb  of  God  that  tak^th 
away  the  sins  of  the  world."  What  was  his  character  ?  One 
who  "  became  a  truly  pious  young  man."  Dr.  Priestley  and 
Mr.  Belsham  distinctly  state  it  to  be  their  view  that  Ciirist 
was  not  only  peccable,  but  chargeable  with  ignorance  and 
with  sin ; — if  not  with  gross  immorality,  yet  with  violations 
of  the  moral  law  of  God.  This,  then,  was  the  victim  who  died 
for  the  world's  transgressions !  And  what  did  he  render  in 
sacrifice  1  His  life,  Mr.  Barker  will  say ;  but,  then,  a  life 
which  he  could  not  retain ;  a  life  which  he  had  previously 
forfeited  by  sin  ;  for  "  the  w^es  of  sin  is  death."  Christ's 
death  was,  therefore,  no  sacrifice  at  all,  properly  so  called  : 
no  more  than  the  death  of  Paul,  or  Stephen,  or  James,  or  any 
man  who  dies  in  the  cause  of  God  as  a  martyr.  It  was  no 
more  an  expression  of  Christ's  love  to  man  than  the  death  of 
an  apostle.  It  was  no  more  expressive  of  dignity — ^it  was  no 
more  expressive  of  the  intensity  of  his  own  love — and  therefore, 
on  Mr.  Barker's  theory,  no  more  calculated  to  bring  men  to 
God,  than  the  death  of  any  other  martyr.  It  was  no  more  an 
expression  of  God's  love  to  man  than  he  exliibits  in  giving  any 
human  being  to  die  as  a  martyr  to  the  cause  of  truth.  For 
what  was  there  peculiar  or  transcendant  in  God  giving  up  a 
pious  young  man  to  die  ?  He  had  given  up  others  before — ^and 
lias  given  up  others  since.  What  is  there,  then,  I  ask,  peculiar 
in  the  giving  of  Christ  as  a  sacrifice  ? 

The  death  of  Christ,  therefore,  on  Mr.  Barker's  principle, 
is  totaly  inadequate  to  save  men.  The  cause  does  not  corres- 
Dond  to  the  efifect.  It  cannot  exert  that  moral  influence  which 
Mr.  Barker  assigns  to  it.  I  put  it  to  the  common  sense  of 
mankind ;  what  special  reasons  can  you  see  in  the  death  of 
this  young  man,  inducing  you  to  hate  sin  and  love  Grod,  which 
you  do  not  see  in  the  death  of  Paul,  or  Peter,  or  James,  or 
any  of  the  apostles  of  our  Lord,  or  in  a  thousand  good  men 
who  have  died  in  the  cause  of  truth  ?  Divesting  the  Saviour 
of  his  proper  character  as  Emmanuel,  as  the  WORD,  the 
eternal  WORD,  who  was  in  the  beginning  with  God,  and  by 
whom  all  things  were  made — who  made  the  world  in  which  we 
live,  and,  as  Mr.  Barker  told  you,  in  my  quotation  last  night, 
made  the  universe  and  made  angek  ; — divesting  Christ  of  his 
proper  character,  as  Emmanuel,  "  God  with  us,"  we  have 
even  less  moral  reasons  in  his  death  for  hating  sin,  and  turning 
to  G^d,  than  we  have  in  the  death  of  many  others.  Christ 
laboured  in  the  ministry  only  three  years  ;  he  never  left  his 
own  country  to  labour  for  the  welfare  of  others  ;  and  his 
bodily  sufferings,  which  continued  only  about  six  hours,  could 
not  be  more  intense  than  numbers  have  experienced.  The 
Saviour  expired  before  the  malefactors  who  hung  by  his  side. 

But  look  at  Christ  in  his  proper  character,  and  the  plan  of 
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mercy  is  consistent  and  harmonious.  Admit  the  victim  to  be 
Him  whom  the  Scriptures  represent,  Emmanuel,  and  there  is 
harmony  in  the  scheme.  Admit  his  nature  to  be  holy,  and 
his  obedience  perfect ;  that  he  was  holy,  harmless,  undefiled, 
separate  from,  sinners,  and  offered  himself  without  spot  to 
God,  and  there  is  harmony  in  the  system.  Admit  that  the 
life  he  laid  down  was  what  he  had  a  legal  right  to  retain,  and 
that  out  of  love  to  us  he  voluntarily  laid  it  down  as  a  sacri- 
fice, and  here  you  have  a  cause  adequate  to  the  effect ;  here 
you  have  a  sacrifice  of  infinite  worth  and  importance,  ade- 
quate to  redeem  and  to  save.  And  here,  too,  you  have  such 
a  display  of  love  as  the  Scriptures  constantly  exhibit.  The 
Holy  Scriptures  exhaust  the  powers  of  language  in  describ- 
ing the  immensity  of  that  love  which  is  exhibited  in  the  sacri- 
fice of  Christ.  They  say,  "  God  so  loved  the  world  that  he 
gave  his  only  begotten  Son."^  They  declare,  "  Herein  is  love, 
not  that  we  loved  God,  but  that  he  loved  us,  and  sent  his  Son 
to  be  the  propitiation  for  our  sins  ;  and  not  for  ours  only,  but 
for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world."  They  declare,  "  God  spared 
not  his  own  Son^  but  freely  delivered  him  up  for  us  all." 
They  speak  of  tliis  exhibition  of  Divine  mercy  as  outstripping 
every  thing  which  the  human  mind  could  contemplate,  and 
presenting  reasons  for  banishing  every  doubt  of  the  divine 
goodness,  and  as  furnishing,  an  argument  for  unbounded  con- 
fidence that  "  he  will  freely  give  us  all  things."  And  if  the  . 
Saviour  was  the  Son  of  God,  and  if  his  death  was  a  proper 
atonement  for  the  sins  of  the  world,  there  is  propriety  and 
force  in  these  descriptions.  The  high- wrought  style,  the  glow- 
ing fervour,  the  admiration  and  wonder  are  natural — are 
adapted  to  so  sublime  a  subject ;  and  instead  of  surpassing, 
fall  short  of  its  full  sublimity. 

The  Holy  Scriptures  constantly  distinguish  the  death  of 
Christ,  in  its  character,  in  its  objects,  and  in  its  efficacy, 
from  the  death  of  any  martyr,  however  holy,  or  devoted,  or 
useful.  At  an  early  age  of  the  church,  some  sealed  the  truth 
with  their  blood.  Righteous  Abel  fell  a  victim  to  his  brother's 
malice  because  of  his  fidelity  to  God.  His  own  works  were 
good,  and  his  brother's  evil ;  and  when  we  read  about  the 
Blood  of  Abel  speaking,  what  did  it  speak  for  ?  For  vengeance. 
**  The  voice  of  thy  brother's  blood  crieth  unto  me  from  the 
ground."  The  blood  of  Christ  speaks  ;  but  does  it  speak  the 
same  language  as  the  blood  of  Abel.  It  speaks  better  things 
than  the  blood  of  Abel,  righteous  as  he  was.  It  pleads  for 
mercy,  and  in  behalf  of  his  very  enemies.  Mark  this  dis- 
tinction. James  was  slain  with  the  sword  for  the  honour  of 
his  God.  Stephen  was  stoned  to  death,  and  prayed  for  his 
murderers  with  his  expiring  breath.  Paul  knew  very  well 
that  he  would  have  to  die  a  martyr.    Yet  the  blood  of  these 
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men  is  never  said  to  be  precious — is  never  said  to  propitiate— 
is  never  eaid  to  be  sprinkled  upon  men's  conscience,  to  purge 
them  from  dead  works — is  never  said  to  justify  the  soul — tp 
give  peace  with  God — to  cleanse  from  sin.  No,  never.  Yet 
Mr.  Barker's  theory,  which  makes  the  Saviour  a  man  only, 
and  his  death  merely  that  of  a  martyr,  ascribes  to  their  death 
just  the  some  kind  of  efficacy  or  influence  as  it  does  to  the 
blood  of  Christ.  How  is  it,  then,  that  their  death  is  never 
once  mentioned  in  Scripture  as  saving  men's  souls  ?  Clearly 
because  Mr.  Barker's  theory  is  not  the  system  of  the  New 
'  Testament,  but  is  another  Gospel,  which  God  does  not  own, 
and  which  has  no  resemblance  to  the  pure  Gospel  of  Christ. 

If  the  object  of  Christ's  death  was  merely  to  seal  the  truth 
with  his  blood,  and  to  exert  a  moral  influence  upon  the  heart 
of  man,  the  death  of  the  apostles  would,  of  course,  have  the 
same  effect.  But  it  is  a  remarkable  fact  that  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures  the  death  of  our  Lord,  and  the  death  of  the  apos-> 
ties,  are  placed  in  contr&stf  or  such  a  difference  is  marked  be- 
tween them  that  their  object  cannot  be  the  same.  The  apostle* 
in  1  Cor.  xv.,  1  to  3,  says,  "  Moreover,  brethren,  I  declare 
unto  you  the  Gospel  which  I  preached  unto  you,  which  also 
ye  have  received,  and  wherein  ye  stand  ;  by  which  also  ye 
are  saved,  if  ye  keep  in  memory  what  I  preached  unto  you, 
unless  ye  have  believed  in  vain." — Mark ! — "  For  I  delivered 
unto  you  first  of  all  that  which  I  also  received,  how  that 
Christ  died  for  oitr  sins  accordinff  to  the  Scriptv/res^^  Now 
there  is  here  an  object  ascribed  to  Christ's  death  which  can 
belong  to  no  other  person. — Christ  died  for  their  sins.  This 
the  apostle  published  to  them  ^^  first  of  all"  But  when  the 
same  apostle  is  reproving  the  same  people  for  their  strifes  and 
divisions,  and  glorying  in  man,  he  asks  Was  Paul  crucified 
for  you  ?  No  :  but  Paul  knew  that  he  would  have  to  die  for 
the  truth  ;  and  he  knew  that  others  had  died  for  the  truth. 
Yet  that  implied  no  such  efficacy  in  their  death.  The  Corin- 
thians, therefore,  were  not  to  glory  in  Paul,  or  in  any  man, 
but  in  Christ  who  had  died  for  them  :  and  the  object  of  his 
death  as  a  sacrifice  for  their  sins  was  the  reason  why  they  were 
to  glory  in  him  and  not  to  glory  in  man.  Christ  was  their 
Saviour,  and  no  one  else. 

The  death  of  the  saints,  when  they  expire  as  martyrs,  has 
an  influence,  it  is  true, — an  influence  not  only  upon  the  heart 
of  man,  but  upon  the  administration  of  God's  moral  govern- 
ment ;  that  is,  it  appeals  to  his  justice,  and  calls  for  vengeance 
upon  the  enemies  of  God.  The  souls  described  as  being  under 
the  altar — ^not  upon  it,  for  the  altar  is  the  place  where  the  great 
sacrifice  of  Christ  alone  must  be, — the  souls  under  the  altar— 
the  souls  of  those  who  died  for  the  truth,  are  described  as  cry- 
ing,— "  How  long,  0  Lordl  holy  and  true,  dost  thou  not  judge 
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and  avenge  our  blood  on  them  that  dwell  upon  the  earth.*' 
That  is  the  specific  influence  which  the  blood  of  martyrs  has. 
It  appeals  to  heaven  for  vengeance  upon  the  guilty.  '  But  the 
blood  of  the  slaughtered  Lamb  does  not  cry  for  vengeance^  even 
upon  the  Saviour's  enemies,  but  for  salvation — ^the  salvation 
of  the  worst  of  men — the  salvation  of  ^hose  who  imbrued 
their  hands  in  his  most  precious  blood.  Here  is  the  difference, 
then,  betwixt  the  blood  of  martyrs  and  the  blood  of  Jesus 
Christ.  The  one  calls  for  vengeance;  the  other propiticUes : 
it  turns  aside  vengeance,  and  procures  favour  and  everlasting 
Hfe. 

In  connexion  with  Mr.  Barker's  doctrine  that  Christ's  death 
saves  the  human  race  by  exerting  a  moral  influence  upon  their 
hearts,  we  may  consider  the  happiness  of  those  who  die  in 
infancy.  I  hold  the  salvation  and  eternal  happiness  of  all 
those  who  die  in  infancy.  I  rejoice  in  the  thought  that  mil- 
lions of  them  are  in  heaven.  But  Mr.  Barker,  cannot,  on  his 
principle,  unite  with  the  Scriptures  in  ascribing  their  eternal 
salvation  to  Christ.  The  New  Testament  tells  me  that  all  the 
blessings  of  Salvation  come  to  human  beings  through  Christ. 
It  tells  us  that  the  wages  of  sin  is  death  ;  and  facts  around  us 
show  that  even  infants  suffer  a  temporal  death,  not  in  conse- 
quence of  any  sin  of  their  own,  but  as  the  result  of  Adam's 
defection  and  apostacy .  No  other  cause  can  be  assigned.  The 
word  of  God  emphatically  says,  "  The  wages  of  sin  is  death." 
Here,  then,  they  are  cut  off^  nrom  life  through  the  sin  of  ano- 
ther. But  the  same  apostle  tells  me  that  the  gift  of  God  is 
eternal  life,  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

Now  I  would  ask,  how  can  the  salvation  and  eternal  happi- 
ness of  infants  be  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  if  his  death 
had  no  efficacy  affecting  the  moral  administration  of  God  ?  If 
his  death  exert  only  a  moral  influence  upon  the  human  heart, 
I  ask  how  can  infants  be  said  to  be  saved  through  a  Samour*s 
death  ?  Infants  never  heard  of  the  Saviour — never  knew  of 
the  Saviour.  The  tender  displays  of  his  compassion  and  love 
can  exert  no  influence  on  their  minds.  His  teachings  and  his 
example  can  effect  no  change  in  their  hearts.  For  in  this 
world  they  never  knew  that  Christ  existed.  Yet  they  are  said 
to  be  saved  throttgh  Christ,  and  through  him  alone.  How,  I 
ask,  can  they  be  saved  through  Christ  at  all,  if  his  death  only 
saves  souls  by  exerting  a  moral  influence  upon  them  ?  The 
fact  is  this, — ^they  all  are  saved  through  Christ.  There  is  no 
passage  to  heaven  but  through  Christ.  The  whole  volume  of 
Scripture  declai-es  that  doctrine.  And  if  children  are  not  saved 
through  the  moral  influence  of  a  Saviour's  death,  they  must  be 
•saved  by  virtue  of  an  expiatott/  influence,  or  efficacy  in  the 
Redeemer's  death,  procuring  for  them  the  blessing  of  everlast- 
ing life.     And  if  the  death  of  Christ  procures  for  infants  ever- 
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lasting  glory,  and  a  joyful  resurrection,  it  procures  the  same 
blessings  for  all  men.  And  if  it  procure  those  blessings,  it 
must  procure  all  other  blessings  :.  and  if  it  procure  all  other 
blessings,  there  must  be  an  efficacy  in  it,  not  merely  to  affect 
the  human  heart,  but  an  efficacy  affecting  the  moral  adminis- 
tration of  the  Deity ;  and  presenting  such  reasons  as  render  it 
just  and  righteous  with  God,  to  open  the  kingdom  of  heaven  to 
our  spirits,  and  admit  them  to  everlasting  bliss. 

Reconciliation  is  a  subject  on  which  Mr.  Barker  has  dwelt 
at  length  ;  and  he  has  endeavoured  to  show  that  it  means  only 
subduing  man's  enmity,  and  thus  bringing  him  to  God.  But 
here  he  has  sadly  failed.  If  man's  enmity  alone  had  to  be 
subdued,  I  have  already  shown  that  the  death  of  a  "  piotis 
young  man  "  is  by  no  means  adequate  to  do  it.  But  if  this 
were  the  object  of  Chriist's  death,  and  nothing  more,  then, 
surely,  the  sacrifice  should  have  been  offered  to  man.  To  him 
should  the  propitiation  be  presented,  and  not  to  God*  But  the 
whole  volume  of  Scripture  goes  to  show  that  the  sacrifice  is 
presented  f(yr  man,  not  to  him ;  is  presented  to  God,  and  to 
God  alone.  This  striking  fact,  of  itself,  completely  overthrows 
Mr.  Barker's  theory. 

I  have  shown  you  how  reconciliation  was  made  in  the  case 
of  Aaron  putting  on  incense.  When  the  plague  was  making 
its  ravages — when  wrath  had  gone  forth  from  the  presence  of 
the  Lord  against  the  guilty  murmurers,  Aaron  put  on  incense, 
and  made  atonement  for  them,  and  the  plague  was  stayed. 
And  I  showed  you,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  same  effect  is 
ascribed  to  the  Saviour's  death,  where  precisely  the  same  word 
is  used,  namely,  Hilasko,  as  in  Heb.  ii.  17, — "  That  he  might 
be  a  merciful  and  faithful  high  priest  in  things  pertaining  to 
God,  to  m>ake  reconciliation  for  the  sins  of  the  people." 

Mr.  Barker  objects  to  the  case  adduced,  alleging  that  in  this 
instance  no  blood  was  shed.  I  reply,  No  time  was  allowed  for 
blood  to  be  shed — ^for  a  victim  to  be  offered.  Aaron  was  com- 
manded to  make  haste;  to  put  on  incense  quickly  ;  and  to  go 
between  the  living  and  the  dead  and  make  atonement  for  them. 
But  be  it  remembered  that  Aaron  was  God's  anointed  high 
priest,  and  was  the  type  of  Jesus  Christ,  our  great  High 
Priest ;  and  that  the  offering  of  incense  was  typical  of  our 
blessed  Saviour's  intercession  before  the  throne  of  God :  and 
that  intercession,  combined  with  his  death,  is  available  for  us, 
procuring  for  us  the  blessings  of  salvation.  "  He  ever  liveth  to 
make  intercession  for  us." 

But  I  will  furnish  other  instances,  wherein  the  victim  uxts 
slain  and  offered.  Lev.  viii.,  14, 16, — "  And  he  brought  the 
bullock  for  the  sin-offering  :  and  Aaron  and  his  sons  laid  their 
hands  upon  the  head  of  the  bullock  for  the  sin-offering.  And 
he  slew  it ;  and  Moses  took  the  blood,  and  put  it  upon  the  horns 


of  the  altar  round  about  with  his  finger,  and  purified  the 
altar,  and  poured  the  blood  at  the  bottom  of  the  altar,  and 
sanctified  it  to  make  reconciliation  upon  it."  Here  was  a  sin- 
offering.  The  victim  was  slain,  the  blood  sprinkled,  and  the 
effect  is  to  make  "  reconciliation  " — ^the  same  word  elsewhere 
in  a  multitude  of  cases  is  rendered  to  make  atonement.  See  also 
Lev.  vL,  30,-^"  And  no  sin-offering,  whereof  any  of  the  blood 
is  brought  into  the  tabernaele  of  the  congregation  to  reconcile 
withal  in  the'holy  place,  shall  be  eaten  :  it  shall  be  burnt  in 
the  fire."   \ 

Now  let  us  see  how  this  same  word,  kopar^  is  used  in  the 
^ame  sense  when  applied  to  our  blessed  Lord.  Daniel  ix.,  24. 
"  Seventy  weeks  are  determined  upon  thy  people  and  upon  thy 
■holy  city,  to  ikiish  the  transgression,  and  to  make  an  end  of 
sins,  and  to  make  reconciliation  for  iniquity.'* 

Thus,  then,  to  reconcile  is  to  atone — to  propitiate^  not  f»a», 
%ut  that  Holy  Bein^^ainai  whom  our  sins  have  been  com- 
mitted, and  this  was  accomplished  by  a  substitutionary  victim. 
Now,  observe  how  this  effect  of  reconciliation  is  ascribed  to  the 
Saviour's  death  in  the  New  Testament.  Rom.  v.,  beginning 
at  the  6th  verse, — "  For  when  we  were  yet  without  strength, 
in  due  time  Christ  died  for  the  ungodly.  For  scarcely  for  a 
righteous  man  will  one  die  :  yet  peradventure  for  a  good  man 
some  would  even  dare  to  die."  Here  is  substitution — one  life 
^iven  for  another.  "  But  God  commendeth  his  love  toward 
us,  in  that,  while  we  were  yet  sinners,  Christ  died  far  us." 
This  is  substitution — ^the  Saviour  dying  in  our  stead.  "  Much 
more,  then,  being  now  justified  by  his  blood,  we  shall  be  saved 
from  wrath  through  him.  For  if,  when  we  were  enemies,  we 
were  reconciled  to  Uodhy  the  death  of  his  Son^  much  more,  being 
reconciled,  we  shall  be  saved  by  his  life.  And  not  only  so, 
but  w«  also  joy  in  God  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by 
?whom  we  have  now  received  the  atonement ;  or,  as  we  have  it 
m  the  margin,  the  *'  reconciliation."  Now  in  this  passage  the 
death  of  Christ  is  the  procuring  cause  of  a  state  of  reconcilia- 
tion betwixt  God  and  man.  How?  Bv  a  moral  influence 
proceeding  from  the  Saviour's  death,  and  acting  upon  the 
human  heart  ?  No  !  For  the  sacrifice  is  offered,  not  to  man, 
to  remove  his  displeasure  ;  but  to  God  for  man, — in  man's  be- 
half, and  in  man's  stead.  And  believing  in  Christ  as  our  aton- 
ing sacrifice,  we  are  justified — we  are  saved  from  tprath ;  not 
our  wrath  against  God,  but  the  wrath  of  God  against  us,  and 
which  our  sins  justly  deserve.  Thus  we  receive  the  atonement 
— ^the  reconciliation  which  Christ  has  procured  for  us  :  we  re- 
rceive,  and  rejoice  in  God's  pardoning  love. 

The  same  great  doctrine  is  taughc  in  the  following  passage, 
2  Cor.  v.,  beginning  at  verse  18, — "  And  all  things  are  of  God, 
>vho  hath  reconciled  us  to  himself  hy  Jesus  Christy  and  hatb 
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jfiTcn  to  us  the  ministry  of  reconciliation  ;  to  wit,  that  God 
was  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world  unto  himself,  not  imput- 
kig  their  trespasses  unto  them  ;  and  hath  committed  unto  us 
the  word  of  reconciliation.  Now  then,  we  are  ambassadors 
for  Christ,  as  though  God  did  beseech  you  by  u& :  we  prar 
you  in  Christ's  stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God.  For  he  hatb 
made  him  to  be  sin  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin  ;  that  we  might 
be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him." 
.  Here  man  is  besought  to  be  reconciled  to  God  :  but  the  em- 
bassy is  based  upon  the  great  fact  that  God  is  waiting  to  be 
reconciled  to  man,  because  Christ  has  already  laid'  down  his 
Mfe  as  a  sacrifice  to  God  in  our  behalf.  Just  observe  the  con- 
nexion betwixt  the  embassy  of  the  apostle,  and  the  great  fact 
of  the  atonement : — "  Now  then,  we  are  ambassadors  for 
Christ,  as  though  God  did  beseech  you  by  us  :  we  pray  you  in 
Christ's  stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God."  Why  ?  what  is  the* 
foundation  of  this  entreaty  ?  What  is  the  basis  of  our  hope  ? 
What  is  the  world's  reason  for  expecting  mercy  from  God  ? 
The  next  verse  declares  it;  "For  he  hath  made  him  (evenr 
Christ)  to  be  sin  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin  ;  that  we  might  br 
made  the  righteousnes  of  God  in  him." .  *; " 

In  all  these  cases,  then,  reconcihation  takes  place  through 
Christ  having  presented  his  sacrifice  to  God  as  an  appeasements 
And,  from  the  passages  adduced,  it  is  evident  that  the  doctrine 
ef  reconciliation  and  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement,  as  applying, 
to  God,  are  one  and  the  same  :  and  the  reconciliation  of  man 
to  God  is  the  result  of  the  provisions  already  made,  by  Chrijst 
having  made  atonement  for  man. 

Mr.  Barker  observed  that  the  offerings  under  the  law  were 
called  amartia,  sin*  So  they  are,  as  an  abbreviated  form  of 
expression,  meaning  a  sin-offering.  However,  to  get  rid  of  th# 
atonen^ent,  he  observed  that  the  victim  called  sin  was  slain  ;. 
thus  showing,  he  says,  that  we  are  to  slay  our  sins.  But  he 
foi-got  to  state  that  the  victim  slain  was  presented  to  God.  So* 
then,  according  to  Mr.  Barker's  interpretation,  we  are  to  pre- 
sent our  SINS  as  an  ofiering  to  God.  What  a  sacrifice  is  this  ! 
Man  to  present  his  sirhs  and  ahomincEtion^  as  an  offering  to  God  ;, 
and  this  to  be  an  odour  and  a  sweet  smell^a  sacrifice  well- 
pleasing  to  God  !  The  idea  is  monstrous  !  On  a  former  even- 
ing we  had  the  merits  of  Christ  discarded  in  toto,  and  the 
merits  of  man  substituted  ;  the  merits,  too,  of  an  unconverted 
man — a  proud  Pharisee  and  a  bloody  persecutor  ;  but  now  we 
have  the  sin  itself  abstracted  from  the  man,  and  presented  to 
God  as  a  sacrifice.  What  a  loathsome  offering !  What  a 
monstrous  doctrine ! 

Mr.  Barker  quoted  a  passage  from  the  61st  Psalm,  where  it 
ifi  said,  "  Thou  desirest  not  sacrifice,  else  would  I  give  it ;  thou. 
deUghtest  not  in  burnt-offering.     The  sacrifices  of  God  are  a 
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broken  spirit,"  and  so  on.  But  this  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a 
denial  of  the  acceptability  of  sacrifices,  or  a  release  from  the 
duty  of  presenting  them.  There  was  here  a  special  case.  David 
had  been  guilty  of  murder,  for  which  no  sacrifice  was  appoint- 
ed. It  was  a  sin  not  only  against  God,  but  a  capital  crime 
against  the  civil  law  :  and  as  it  was  not  designed  that  the  cere- 
monial law  should  frustrate  the  end  of  civil  government,  na 
sacrifice  was  appointed  for  murder.  The  law  must  take  its 
course.  But  the  ordinary  sacrifices  were  well-pleasing  to  God, 
when  offered  with  suitable  dispositions.  They  were  of  divine 
appointment,  and  God  is  pleased  with  his  own  appointments.. 
David  continued  to  offer  them  all  his  life  :  and  prepared  to 
build  the  temple  where  they  were  to  be  offered  in  after-ages. 
And  it  is  worthy  of  notice,  that  this  very  same  Psalm  concludes 
with,  a  recognition  of  sacrifices,  the  duty  of  presenting  them, 
and  the  fact  that  God  would  be  well-pleased  with  them: — 
"  Do  good  in  thy  good  pleasure  unto  Zion  :  build  thou  the 
walls  of  Jerusalem.  Then  shalt  thou  be  pleased  with  the  sac- 
rifices of  righteousness,  with  burnt-offering  and  whole  burnt- 
offering  ;  then  shall  they  offer  bullocks  upon  thine  altar." — 
Psalm  li.  39. 

The  fact  is,  that  one  duty  cannot  supersede  another,  when 
we  have  ability  to  perform  it.  As  sacrifices  cannot  be  a) 
substitute  for  penitence  and  good  works,  so  repentance  and 
good  works  cannot  be  a  substitute  for  sacrifice.  Hence  we  find 
both  were  required.  When  the  people  under  the  Jewish  law 
had  performed  both  confession  and  restitution,  still  sacrifices' 
were  indispensable  to  their  pardon.  Lev.  vi.,  1 — 7, — "  And 
the  Lord  spake  unto  Moses,  saying.  If  a  soul  sin,  and  commit 
a  trespass  against  the  Lord,  and  lie  unto  his  neighbour  in  that 
which  was  delivered  him  to  keep  ;  or  in  fellowship,  or  in  a 
thing  taken  away  by  violence,  or  hath  deceived  his  neigljbour ;. 
or  hath  found  that  which  was  lost,  and  lieth  concerning  it, 
and  sweareth  falsely  ;  in  any  of  all  these  that  a  man  doeth^ 
sinning  therein  :  then  it  shall  be,  because  he  hath  sinned,  and 
is  guilty,  that  he  shall  restore  that  which  he  took  violently 
away,  or  the  thing  which  he  hath  deceitfully  gotten,  or  that 
which  was  delivered  him  to  keep,  or  the  lost  thing  which  he 
found,  or  all  that  about  which  he  hath  sworn  falsely  ;  he  shall 
even  restore  it  in  the  principal,  and  shall  add  the  fifth  part 
more  thereto,  and  give  unto  him  to  whom  it  appertaineth  in 
the  day  of  his  trespass  offering.  And  he  shall  bring  his  tres- 
pass offering  unto  the  Lord,  a  ram  without  blemish  out  of  the 
flock,  with  thy  estimation  for  a  trespass-offering  unto  the 
priest :  and  the  priest  shall  make  an  atonement  for  him  before 
the  Lord  :  and  it  shall  be  forgiven  him  for  any  thing  of  all 
that  he  hath  done  in  trespassing  therein." 

We  take  another  passage  which  refers  to  any  sin  against 
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God.  Numb,  v.,  5 — 8, — "  And  the  Lord  spake  unto  Moses, 
saying,  Speak  unto  the  children  of  Israel,  When  a  man  or 
woman  shall  commit  ahy  sin  that  men  commit,  to  do  a  tres- 
pass against  the  Lord,  and  that  person  be  guilty  ;  then  they 
nhall  confesif  their  sin  which  they  ti&ve  done  :  and  he  shall  re- 
compense his  trespass  with  the  principal  thereof,  and  add  unto 
it  the  fifth  part  thereof,  and  give  it  unto  him  against  whom  he 
hatl^  trespassed.  But  if  the  man  have  no  kinsman  to  recom- 
pense the  trespass  unto,  let  the  trespass  be  recompensed  unto 
the  Lord,  even  to  the  Priest ;  beside  the  ram  of  the  atonement, 
whereby  an  atonement  shall  be  made  for  him." 

Now  here  there  were  confession,  restitution,  and  good  works  ; 
yet  there  was  no  pardon  without  shedding  of  blood.  After  all, 
the  ram  must  be  slain,  and  atonement  MUST  be  made  for  the 
transgressor.  Just  the  same  words  are  used  here  as  are  applied 
to  Christ  in  the  New  Testament.  Both  are  called  Hildsmosy 
the  propitiation  or  atonement ;  and  the  act  of  the  sacrificer 
ffilaskestkai,  that  of  making  appeasement  or  reconciliation. 
The  same  principle  in  the  divine  economy  still  obtains.  Sin 
is  not  to  be  pardoned  without  a  propitiation — "  without  the 
shedding  of  blood  is  no  remission."  Hence  the  apostle  tells  us, 
That  God  hath  set  Christ  forth  as  a  propitiation,  that  he  might 
be  just  and  the  justifier  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus  :  which 
implies  that  he  cannot  be  just  and  pardon  sin  without  a  propi- 
tiation being  oflFered.  The  apostle  reiterates  the  sentence  that 
without  shedding  of  blood  there  is  no  remission  of  sin.  But 
Christ  informs  us  that  his  blood  was  shed  in  order  that  we 
might  have  this  remission ;  for  he  plainly  says,  "  This  cup 
is  the  New  Testament  in  my  blood  which  is  shed  for  the  re- 
mission of  sins." — Matt,  xxvi.,  28. 

Hence  it  is,  that  under  the  Gospel  neither  repentance,  resti- 
tution, nor  good  works  are  sufficient  of  themselves.  There 
must  be  also  faith  in  the  Saviour's  blood.  For  "  we  are  justi- 
fied by  his  blood," — ''  we  have  redemption  through  his  blood, 
the  forgiveness  of  sins.'* — ^Rom.  v.,  9  ;  Ephes.  i.,  7  ;  Col.  i.  14. 
Faith  in  the  death  of  Christ  connects  the  soul  with  the  objects 
of  that  death  ;  and  then  the  conscience  becomes  purged  from 
dead  works,  and  being  justified  by  faith  we  have  peace  with 
God  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. — Rom.  v.  i. 

The  vicarious  character  of  the  Saviour's  death  is  spoken  of 
under  other  representations.  He  is  not  only  our  Hilasmos, 
that  is,  our  propitiatory  sacrifice,  our  atonement,  the  Lamb  of 
God,  and  our  sin-offering,  but  he  is  also  our  Ransom.  This 
word  is  often  applied  to  me  Saviour.  We  find  this  word  both 
in  the  Old  and  New  Testament.  The  word  in  Hebrew,  is  com- 
monly Kopar,  the  same  word  as  is  elsewhere  rendered  atone- 
ment ;  and,  indeed,  it  has  the  same  meaning.  In  the  Septua- 
gint  it  is  rendered  by  lutron  ;  and  in  the  New  Testament  thit 
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-same  word  lutron,  and  antiliUron,  is  applied  to  Christ  as  our 
ransom.  But  the  Scriptures  are  the  best  interpreters  of  them- 
selves. I  like  to  compare  Scripture  With  Scripture — ^to  allow 
the  word  of  God  to  speak  for  itself.  Just  follow  me  then,  and 
we  shall  soon  see  that  the  word  rans&m  conveys  the  same  vica- 
rious meaning  as  the  word  atonement,  and  propitiation. 

As  God  had  saved  the  Israelites  from  death  when  the  Egyp- 
tians were  destroyed,  he  requires  a  sum  of  money  to  be  .paid 
by  each  above  twenty  years  as  a  ransom  price  for  his  life,  and 
as  an  atonement,  Exod.  xxx.,  11 — 15, — "  And  the  Lord  spake 
unto  Moses,  saying.  When  thou  takest  the  sum  of  the  children 
of  Israel,  after  their  number,  then  shall  they  give  every  man  a 
ransom  for  his  soul  unto  the  Lord,  when  thou  numberest  them  ; 
that  there  be  no  plague  among  them,  when  thou  numberest 
them.  This  they  shall  give,  every  one  that  passeth  among 
them  that  are  numbered,  half  a  shekel  after  the  shekel  of  the 
sanctuary  :  (a  shekel  is  twenty  gerahs  :)  an  half  shekel  shall 
be  the  ofiFering  of  the  Lord.  Every  one  that  passeth  among 
them  that  are  numbered,  from  twenty  years  old  and  above, 
shall  give  an  oiFering  unto  the  Lord.  The  rich  shall  not  give 
more,  and  the  poor  shall  not  give  less  than  half  a  shekel,  when 
they  give  an  offering  unto  the  Lord,  to  make  an  atonement  for 
your  souls."  There  can  be  no  mistake  about  the  itieaning  of 
•the  word  "  ransom,**  in  this  passage,  nor  the  object  for  which 
the  ransom  was  paid.  It  was  an  offering  to  save  from  death 
by  the  plague  ;  and  from  the  payment  of  this  ransom  no  one 
jof  age  was  exempt. 

We  pass  to  another  part  of  Scripture,  where,  again,  a  sum  of 

money  was  appointed  as  a  "  ransom,**  a  commutation,  to  deliver 

from  death.    If  an  ox  had  gored  a  person,  so  that  he  died,  the 

owner's  life  was  liable  to  be  taken  away  ;  but,  under  certain 

ycircumstances,  he  mighfc  ransom  his  life  by  a  sum  of  money 

rcbeing  paid  instead.     "  If  there  be  laid  on  him  a  sum  of  money, 

xthen  he  shall  give  for  the  ransom  of  his  life  whatsoever  is  laid 

upon  him."     Thus  the  word  is  used  in  the  book  of  Job,  xxxvi., 

18.    Speaking  of  God's  displeasure  against  sin,  it  is  said, — 

"  Because  there  is  wrath,  beware  lest  he  take  thee  away  with 

his  stroke  :  then  a  great  ransom  cannot  deliver  thee."     Again, 

speaking  of  God's  goodness  to  man,  it  is  said,  "  Then  he  is 

gracious  unto  him,  and  saith,  Deliver  him  from  going  down  to 

the  pit.    I  have  found  a  ransom  for  him." — Job.  xxiii.,  24. 

God  has  found  a  ransom,  and  a  great  one.  He  has  laid  help 
upon  one  mighty  to  save-— Jesus  Christ  the  righteous.  He 
is  our  ransom  ;  for  he  himself  declared,  that  "  he  came  not 
to  be  ministered  unto,  but  to  minister,  and  to  lay  down  his 
life  a  ransom,  (lutron,)  for  many.  Matt,  xx.,  28  ;  Mark  x., 
45.  When  he  bled  upon  the  cross,  he  became,  as  the  apostle 
says,  a  ransom,  {antilutron,)  for  all,  to  be  testified  in  due  time. 
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Since  Christ,  then,  tells  us  that  he  had  laid  down  his  life  as 
tour  raiisom,  we  understand  what  those  passages  mean  which 
♦speak  of  Christ  redeeming  us  with  his  precious  blood.  "  For- 
asmuch as  ye  know  that  ye  were  not  redeemed  with  corruptible 
things,  such  as  silver  and  gold,  from  your  vain  conversation, 
received  by  tradition  from  your  fathers,  but  with  the  precious 
blood  of  Christ,  as  of  a  lamb  without  blemish  and  without 
spot."  1  Peter  i.,  18,  19.  "  Feed  the  flock  of  God  which  he 
hath  pwrchased  with  his  own  blood."  Acts  xx.,  28.  "  For  ye 
are  not  your  own,  ye  are  hougM  with  a  price."  The  whole 
church  of  God  says,  "  Thou  art  worthy,  for  thou  hast  redeem- 
ed \xa  to  God  by  thy  blood."  Rev.  v.  But  unbelievers  are 
those  "  who  bring  in  damnable  heresies,  even  denying  the  Lord 
that  hmight  them^  and  who  thus  bring  upon  themselves  swift 
destruction."     2  Peter  ii.,  1. 

Many  objections  are  sometimes  alleged  against  the  term. 
Satisfaction  to  justice  ;  but  without  foundation.  If  Christ-s 
death  be  an  atonement  for  sin,  it  is  undoubtedly  such  a  satis- 
faction as  renders  it  compatible  with  justice  for  God  to  pardon 
sin :  and  without  which,  as  the  apostle  states  or  implies,  he 
could  not  pardon  sin  compatibly  with  justice.  Nor  is  the  ierm 
satisfaction^  unscriptural,  any  more  than  the  doctrine.  Hence 
we  read,  in  the  book  of  Numbers,  xxxv.,  30 — 33, — "  Whoso 
killeth  any  person,  the  murderer  shall  be  put  to  death  by  the 
mouth  of  witnesses  ;  but  one  witness  shaD  not  testify  against 
any  person  to  cause  him  to  die.  Moreover  ye  shall  take  no 
satisfaction  for  the  life  of  a  murderer,  which  is  guilty  of  death  ; 
but  he  shall  be  surely  put  to  death.  And  he  shall  take  no 
satisfaction  for  him  that  is  fled  to  the  city  of  his  refuge,  that 
he  should  come  again  to  dwell  in  the  land,  until  the  death  of 
the  priest.  So  ye  shall  not  pollute  the  land  wherein  ye  are  : 
for  blood  it  defileth  the  land  :  and  the  land  cannot  be  cleansed 
of  the  blood  that  is  shed  therein,  but  by  the  blood  of  him  that 
shed  it."  And  though  here  the  term  in  Hebrew  is  kopar,  and 
in  Greek  lutron^  yet  the  context  clearly  shows  that  satisfaction 
is  the  thing  meant.  Although  for  murder  no  satisfaction  could 
be  made,  yet  for  other  sins  satisfaction  might  be  made,  that  is, 
an  atonement  might  be  offered, 

^ince,  then,  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  is  thus  admitted  to 
be  scriptural,  there  can  be  no  objection  to  the  phraseology, — 
But  if  the  sacrifices  of  the  law  could  not  make  satisfaction  for 
the  murderer,  and  cleanse  him  from  sin,  the  blood  of  our  Lord 
can  ;  for  "  the  blood  of  Jesus  Christ  cleanseth  from  all  sin  :" 
therefore  it  makes  satisfaction  for  all  sin.  However,  in  the 
death  of  Christ,  there  is  satisfaction  made,  not  to  justice  merely, 
but  to  wisdom,  to  holiness,  to  the  Divine  government,  and  to 
iove  itself.  It  presents  reasons  why  all  the  attributes  of  Deity 
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can  concur  in  the  bestowment  of  pardon  to  *'  him  that  believeth 
in  Jesus."     Romans  iii.,  26. 

The  idea  of  satisfcbctioriy  or  substitution,  is  so  clearly  taught, 
that  Christ  is  said  to  have  "  become  a  curse  for  us, "  that  we 
mi^ht  be  delivered  from  the  curse  of  sin.  Having  broken 
God's  law,  we  had  come  under  its  curse  ;  for  it  is  written, 
"  Cursed  is  every  one  that  continueth  not  in  all  things  which 
are  written  in  the  book  of  the  law  to  do  them.'*  But,  says  the 
apostle,  "  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law, 
being  made  a  curse  for  us  ;  for  it  is  written,  Cursed  is  every 
one  that  hangeth  on  a  tree."     Gal.  iii.  10. 

Now  the  "  law**  here  alluded  to  is  evidently  not  the  ceremo- 
nial law,  for  two  reasons.  First.  Because  the  curses  referred 
to  are  in  Dent,  xxi.,  23  ;  and  xxvi.,  26,  and  these  refer  to  the 
moral  law.  And,  secondly,  because  Gentiles,  never  having 
been  under  the  ceremonial  law,  could  never  be  under  its  curse. 
But  all  men  are  under  the  curse  of  the  moral  law,  because 
"  all  have  sinned,"  But  Christ  delivers  from  all  the  curses  of 
sin.  This  is  owing  to  his  death,  which  satisfies  divine  justice 
in  our  behalf. 

It  is  in  harmony  with  this  doctrine,  that  in  many  parts  of 
the  New  Testament,  Christ  is  set  forth  as  having  died  ^^for  its*' 
— suffered  "/or  tw."  The  prepositions  used  in  such  cases  are 
anti  and  ttper.  And  though  they  sometimes  mean  "  on  account 
ofy^'  ^^for  the  sake  of^'  they  also  mean  "  instead  of;*'  and 
clearly  imply  substitution.  Take  a  few  examples,  such,  in  the 
first  place,  as  are  unconnected  with  the  controversy.  We  begin 
with  anti.  Matt.  xi.  22.  Archelaus  is  said  to  have  reigned 
anti  HrOdou  tou  patros  aiitou,  instead  of  Herod  his  father. 
Luke  xi.,  11. — "  If  his  son  ask  a  fish,  will  he"  me  anti  Hickthuos 
ophin  epidOseiy  "  will  he  for  (instead  of)  a  fish  give  him  a  ser- 
pent." "  An  eye  for  an  eye — a  tooth  for  a  tooth."  Does  not 
antiy  in  these  examples,  clearly  imply  substitution  ?  So  when 
Christ  is  said  to  have  become  a  ransom  (anti  pollon J  f or  nL&ny, 
it  is  evident  as  language  can  make  a  subject  evident,  that  the 
mcariov>s  nature  of  his  sacrifice  is  intended.  Take  a  few  ex- 
amples for  the  other  preposition  uper.  The  apostle  Paul,  writ- 
ing to  his  beloved  Philemon,  and  speaking  of  his  servant  One- 
simus,  says,  "  Whom  I  would  have  retained  with  me,  that  in 
thy  stead  (uper  sou)  he  might  have  ministered  unto  me.  Is  riot 
substitution  here  intended.  The  service  of  Onesimus  for  the 
service  of  Philemon  ?  In  2  Cor.  v.,  20,  he  says,  "  Now  then 
we  are  ambassadors  for  Christ,  as  though  God  did  beseech 
you  by  us ;  we  pray  you  in  GhrisCs  stead  (uper  christou)  be  ye 
reconciled  to  Grod.  Here  is  substitution  ;  and  if  substitution  be 
intended  here,  it  is  equally  intended  in  the  very  next  sentence, 
where  the  same  proposition  is  used  : — "  For  he  hath  made  him 
to  be  sin /or  t«."    In  Rom.  xvi.,  3,  Paul,  adverting  with  gra- 
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titude  to  the  devotedness  of  Priscilla  and  Aquila,  whom  h© 
calls  his  helpers  in  Christ,  says,  "  Greet  Priscilla  and  Aquila, 
my  helpers  in  Christ  Jesus :  who  have  laid  down  their  own 
necks  (uper  Us  psitcMs  mou)  for  my  life."  What  does  this 
mean  hut  substitution  ? — ^that  they  had  on  some  occasion  vol- 
untarily offered  their  own  lives  to  save  the  apostle's  life.  And 
such  is  the  substitution  of  the  Saviour's  life,  who  died  that  we 
might  live.  Such  i?  the  substitution  intended  when  the  apostle 
affirms  of  our  glorious  Redeemer  that  he  "  suffered /or  us  ;" 
that  "  he  died  for  the  ungodly  ;  that  he  tasted  death  for  every 
man  ;  that  Christ  Jesus  died  the  just  for  the  unjust,  that  he 
might  hring  us  to  God,  heing  put  to  death  in  the  flesh." 
"  Who  his  own  self  hare  our  sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree." 
1  Peter  iv.,  18  ;  ii.,  24. 

Hence  it  is  that  all  the  blessings  of  grace,  salvation,  and 
eternal  life  come  to  us  through  Jesus  Christ,  Through  him  we 
are  pardoned.  "  Be  it  known  unto  you,  therefore,  men  and 
brethren,  that  through  this  man  is  preached  unto  you  the  for- 
giveness of  sins."  Acts  xiii.,  38.  "  Being  justified  freely  by 
his  grace,  through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Christ  Jesus." 
Rom.  iu.,.  20.  Li  whom  we  have  redemption  in  his  blood, 
even  the  forgiveness  of  sins."  Eph.  i.,  7.  Through  him  we 
have  peace.  "  Being  justified  by  faith,  we  have  peace  with 
God  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  By  whom  also  we  have 
access  by  faith,  into  this  grace  wherein  we  stand,  and  rejoice 
in  hope  of  the  glory  of  God."  Rom.  v.,  1,  2.  Through  him 
we  have  joy.  "  And  not  only  so,  but  we  also  joy  in  God 
through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  Rom.  v.,  11.  AJl  this  i» 
beautifully  consistent.  Since  h^  procures  our  pardon,  it  is  of 
course  through  him  we  receive  our  pardon,  our  peace,  and  our 

joy- 

Through  him,  too,  we  have  the  privilege  of  approaching  God 
at  all  times,  and  on  aU  occasions.  Hence  the  Saviour  himself 
taught,  in  John  xiv.,  13, — "And  whatsoever  ye  ask  in  my 
namey  that  will  I  do,  that  the  Father  may  be  glorified  in  the 
son.  If  ye  shall  ask  any  thing  in  my  name,  I  will  do  it.  Chap. 
XV.,  16th  verse, — "Ye  have  not  chosen  me,  but  I  have  chosen 
you,  and  ordained  you,  that  ye  shall  go  and  bring  forth  fruit, 
and  that  your  fruit  should  remain  ;  that  whatsoever  ye  shall 
ask  of  the  Father  in  my  name,  he  may  give  it  to  you."  Chap, 
xvi.,  23,  24, — "Verily,  verily  " — a  double  affirmative — a 
solemn  form  of  words — "  I  say  unto  you,  Whatsoever  ye  shall 
ask  the  Father  in  my  nam^^  he  will  give  it  you.  Hitherto 
have  you  asked  nothing  in  my  name :  ask,  and  ye  shall  receive, 
that  your  joy  may  be  full." 

Thus  they  were  commanded  to  pray  in  the  Saviour's  name. 
And  as  he  is  our  propitiatory  sacrifice,  whose  blood  has  sprink- 
led the  mercy-seat,  and  rendered  it  accessible ;  and  since  he  ia 
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our  great  High  Prieat,  who  ever  liveth  to  make  intercessioir 
for  us,  we  see  the  important  reason  whi^  we  are  to  pray  in  his 
name.  It  is  a  name  m  which  the  Father  is  ever  well  pleased : 
and  though  our  name  is  unworthy,  his  hlessed  name  is  ever 
worthy  and  ever  available.  And  hence  it  is  that  the  name  of 
Christ  is  the  only  name  in  which  we  are  to  pray.  Prophets 
and  apdstles,  however  holy,  however  exalted,  are  never  to  be 
employed  by  us  in  prayer,  as  reasons  why  God  should  bless 
us.  There  is  no  name  but  that  of  Jesus  through  which  we 
can  have  access  to  God  ;  for,  says  Jesus,  "I  am  the  way,  the 
truth,  and  the  lifie  :  no  man  cometh  unto  the  Father,  but  by 
me,"  John  xiv.,  6.  "Other  foundation  can  no  man  lay  than 
that  is  laid :  which  is  Jesus  Christ."  1  Cor.  iii.,  11.  "Neither 
is  there  salvation  in  any  other :  for  there  is  none  other  name 
under  heaven  given  among  men,  whereby  we  must  be  saved." 
Acts  iv.,  12. 

It  is  through  the  undertaking  of  Christ  that  the  dead  are  to 
be  raised.  "For  since  by  man  came  death,  by  man  came  also 
the  resurrection  from  the  dead."  "  For  as  in  Adam  all  die, 
even  so  in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive. '  But  how  is  it  that 
we  are  to  be  made  alive  by  Christ  ?  Not  merely  because  he 
taught  the  doctrine  of  a  future  life — ^not  merely  because  he 
himself  has  risen  from  tie  dead, — for  others  had  been  raised 
from  the  dead  before  the  Saviour's  resurrection, — ^but  because 
his  death  has  procured  our  life ;  because  he  lias  opened  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  to  all  believers ;  and  because  his  death  does 
away  with  the  original  curse  of  sin,  and  procures  for  the  world 
a -glorious  resurrection, — a  glorious  resurrection  to  be  given  to 
all  them  that  believe  in  him. 

It  is  also  through  Christ  that  we  have  eternal  life  given  unto 
us.  "  For  as  sin  hath  reigned  unto  death,  even  so  might  grace 
reign  through  righteousness  unto  eternal  life." — How?  Not 
through  the  divine  clemency  merely,  but  hy  Jesus  Christ  our 
Lord,'*  Romans  v.,  24.  Christ  is  its  procuring  cause,  and 
therefore  there  must  be  an  efficacy  in  that  death  which  pro- 
cures eternal  life  for  man.  He  has  not  merely  taught  it.  Not 
merely  has  he  ascended  to  heaven  as  a  kind  of  pledge  of  our 
immortal  life,  but  he  ha>s  procu/red  it  ly  the  shedding  of  his  pre- 
cious blood.  Now  the  atonement  explains  all  this ;  and  this  is- 
further  illustrated  by  the  circumstance  to  which  I  before  allu- 
ded in  reference  to  the  eternal  happiness  of  those  who  die  in 
infancy. 

This  doctrine  explains  the  reason  also  why  our  Lord's  death 
is  so  constantly  exhibited  to  the  view  of  men — why  he  is  con- 
stantly set  forth  as  a  Saviour,  '' "  For  this  is  a  faithful  saying, 
and  worthy  of  all  acceptation,'  that  Christ  Jesus  came  into  the 
world  to  save  sinners ;  of  whom,"  says  the  apostle,  "  I  am. 
ohief.?'    He  "is  the  Saviour  of;aHmen,  but  especially  of  those 
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that  believe.''  He  died  to  save  all  men,  but  those  who  believe 
in  him  for  themselves  are  especially  and  personally  saved.  His 
name  signifies  that  he  is  a  Saviour,  and  was  given  to  him  for 
this  reason.  "Thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus,  for  he  shall , 
save  his  people  from  their  sins."  For  this  reason  men  are 
expressly  commanded  to  believe  in  him  ;  and  their  faith  is  to 
have  express  reference  to  his  blood — ^his  death,  his  sacrificial 
character.  If  men  are  commanded  to  behold  him,  they  must 
behold  him  as  "  The  Lamb  of  God  which  taketh  away  the  sins 
of  the  world."  If  they  are  required  to  have  faith,  it  must  be 
*  faith'  in  his  hlood  as  a  propitiation.  Now,  there  is  reason 
L  -and  consistency  in  all  this  ;  because  it  is  *his  blood  which  jus- 

[  tifies' — 'his  blood  which  purges  the  conscience' — ^his  blood 

which  cleanseth  from  all  sin.' 

This  faith  evidently  includes  dependence^  trust,  a  committing 
of  thtf  whole  soul's  interest  into  his  hands,  as  our  mediator  and 
Saviour,  Hence  the  apostle  says,  "I  know  in  whom  1  have 
trusted  (Opepisteuake);  and  I  am  persuaded  that  he  is  able  to 
keep  that  which  I  have  committed  unto  him  until  that  day." 
Thus,  believing  in  Christ  is  a  solemn  committing  of  the  soul  to 
him  as  an  all-sufficient  Saviour.  It  is  confidence  in  his  willing- 
ness and  his  ability  to  save  even  to  the  uttermost  all  that  come 
unto  God  by  him.  And  observe,  a  man  is  no  longer  justified 
than  while  ne  continues  to  believe.  For  "  the  just  shall  live 
by  faith  ;  but  if  any  man  draw  back,  my  soul  shall  have  no 
•pleasure  in  him."  No  matter  what  his  works  may  be — his 
alms-giving  to  the  poor,  and  his  labours — if  he  cease  to  believe 
in  the  Saviour's  death,  he  is  dead  while  he  seems  to  live, — he 
is  a  decayed  branch.  Such  is  the  connection  between  faith  and 
salvation.  "  He  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  but  he  that  be- 
lieveth  not  shall  be  damned." 

Since,  then,  we  are  told  that  there  is  no  salvation  by  the 
iaw  of  works ;  since  Christ  is  exhibited  as  our  "  Saviour/*  ' 
,and  our  "  only  Saviour;^'  since  he  is  set  forth  as  our  "  Pro^ 
pitiation,*^  our  "  Ecmsom,  "  our  "  Mediator  ;"  since  he  is  the 
sole  ^^  Procu/rer'^  of  pardon,  of  peace,  of  holiness,  and  oS. 
heaven  ;  since  through  Mm  alone  we  have  accessio  the  Father  ; 
since  by  his  death  we  are  delivered  from  damnation  ;  since  by 
him  we  obtain  eieery  blessing  of  the  covenant,  and,  finally, 
everlasting  life,  there  is  an  efficacy  in  his  death  ;  and  there  can 
be  no  wonaer  that  an  efficacy  is  everywhere  ascribed  to  his 
name,  his  blood,  his  cleath.  No  wonder  at  the  consolation  it 
gave,  the  joy  it  inspired,  the  triumphs  it  affi)rded, — no  wonder 
that  the  apostles  gloried  in  the  cross,  and  accounted  his  re- 
proach an  honour, — no  wonder  that  men  were  overpowered 
with  a  sense  of  their  mighty  and  overwhelming  obligations, — 
no  wonder  that  words  were  found  inadequate  to  express 
his  love,  and  the  comprehensive  grasp  of  the  human  in- 


330 

tellect  too  confined  and  too  feeble  to  conceive  his  worth, — 
no  wonder  that  inspired  writers  heap  term  upon  term,  and 
epithet  upon  epithet,  and  figure  upon  figure, — ^no  wonder 
that  they  search  through  nature  and  art  for  figures  of  the  vast, 
the  sublime,  the  rich,  and  the  wonderful,  to  help  the  labour- 
ing mind  to  utter  its  sense  of  obligation  to  Christ  for  the  shed- 
ding of  his  blood  as  the  ransom  of  our  souls  from  everlast- 
ing death, — ^no  wonder  that,  long  ere  he  appeared,  the  pro- 
phetic bards  dwelt  upon  his  atoning  death,  and  struck  tneir 
harps  to  sweeter  notes  and  louder  numbers  when  they  sung  of 
the  sufferings  of  Christ  and  the  glory  that  should  foDow, — ^no 
wonder  that  John  the  Baptist,  standing,  as  he  did,  between 
the  two  dispensations,  the  Old  and  the  New,  should  direct  the 
enquiring  eye  to  Jesus,  should  turn  his  attention  from  all  but 
Jesus, — ^no  wonder  that  the  apostles  resolved  to  know  nothing 
amongst  men  but  Jesus,  and  him  crucified, — no  wonder  that 
the  whole  church  on  earth  celebrates  the  efficacy  of  his  blood, 
and  ascribes  all  her  salvation  unto  him, — "unto  him  that 
loved  us,  and  washed  us  from  our  sins  in  his  blood, — ^to  him 
be  glory  and  dominion  for  ever  and  ever," — no  wonder  that 
the  whole  church  in  heaven  celebrate  the  same  efficacy  of  the 
Saviour's  blood,  and  sing  of  the  same  obligations,  "  Thou  art 
worthy,  for  thou  was  slain,  and  hast  redeemed  us  to  God  by 
thy  blood  out  of  every  kindred,  and  tongue,  and  people,  and 
nation," — no  wonder  that  the  angels  become  fired  with  the 
delightful  theme,  and  unite  in  the  pealing  anthem  to  him  who 
died  for  theJ^  world's  salvation, — ^no  wander  that  their  mighty 
minds  are  interested,  and  their  noblest  powers  are  exerted  in 
pondering  over  that  blessed  and  glorious  theme, — no  wonder 
that  they  unite  in  the  pealing  anthem  that  bursts  forth  from 
every  tongue  and  fills  the  arch  of  heaven,  and  proclaim 
^'  Blessing,  and  honour,  and  glory,  and  power,  be  unto  him 
that  sitteth  upon  the  throne,  and  unto  the  Lamb  for  ever  and 
ever,"  He  is  worthy  of  it.  (Loud  applause.)  He  is  Grod  as 
well  as  man — ^man  as  well  as  God,  the  two  natures  combined 
in  one  person.  Bone  of  our  bone,  and  flesh  of  our  flesh — 
lifting  man  up  to  heaven  and  bringing  Deity  down  to  earth — 
obeying  the  law  which  man  had  ungratefully  violated — ^honour- 
ing its  righteous  claims — vindicating  its  divine  authority  ;  and 
yet  preparing  the  way  for  the  out-going  of  boundless  mercy, 
that  the  guilty  might  be  forgiven,  that  the  lost  might  be 
saved,  that  the  trembling  penitent  might  hear  the  glad  sound 
of  mercy,  that  the  sceptre  of  forgiveness  might  be  touched, 
that  this  world  of  sinners  might  be  brought  to  embrace  the 
divine  benevolence  secured  to  them  by  Jesus  Christ  the  Right* 
cous  and  ultimately  be  raised  to  eternal  bliss. 

"  Were  the  whole  realms  of  nature  minej 

"  I'hat  were  a  present  far  too  small ; 
"  Love  80  amazing,  so  divine, 

"  Demandbi  my  soul,  my  life,  my  aU." 
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iLoud  applause  and  cheering.  Throughout  this  speech, 
eed,  the  expressions  of  approbation,  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Cooke's  friends,  were  frequent  and  enthusiastic  ;  and  towards 
the  close  the  feeling  became  intense,  and  the  speaker  was  in- 
terrupted by  irrepressible  tokens  of  a  desire  to  applaud,  which 
finally  found  vent,  when  he  resumed  his  seat,  in  long-conti- 
nued and  repeated  cheering.] 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — I  now  asK  you  to  give  the  same  patient  and 
uninterrupted  hearing  to  Mr,  Barker  that  you  have  given  to 
Mr.  Cooke.     To  that  request  no  just  man  can  object.    And  no 
i  individual  present,  I  presume,  who  can  lay  any  claim  to  a 

I  love  of  fair-play,  will  interrupt  Mr.  Barker  after  the  very 

honest,  and  considerate,  and  peaceable  hearing  which  Mr. 
Cooke  has  had  at  your  hands.  I  do  trust  that  you  will  be 
perfectly  orderly  and  peaceable.  Mr.  Barker  will  now  address 
the  meeting. 

MR.  BARKER : — Respected  Chairmen  :  my  Friends, — I 
have  listened  with  greater  pleasure  to  my  opponent's  speech 
this  evening  than  to  any  former  speech  which  he  has  deli- 
vered. His  remarks  have  been  directed  to  one  of  the  great 
questions  under  consideration  ;  and,  with  one  or  two  excep- 

.  tions,  (which  certainly  were  no  beauties — no  ornaments  to 

the  speech,)  he  has  steered  clear  of  personal  insinuations  and 
abuse.  He  has,  indeed,  done  something  like  justice  to  his 
side  of  the  question ;  and  I  am  exceedingly  glad  that  you  ' 
should  have,  at  last,  something  like  the  best  that  can  be  said 
on  that  side  of  the  question ;  and  the  best  that  I  can  say  on 
the  other  side. 

I  There  are  some  things  he  has  uttered  in  which  I  can  unite  ^ 

with  him.     Jesus  is  worthy  to  receive  more  affection  and 

,  thanks  than  we  are  able  to  give.     He  deserves  the  most 

ardent  love ;  he  deserves  the  most  devout  submission.  We 
never  can  respect  him  too  highly  ;  we  never  can  thank  him 
too  devoutly  ;  we  never  can  be  too  faithful  to  his  cause — too 
careful  to  obey  his  precepts — and  too  close  in  imitating  his 
example. 

A  great  many  things  which  my  opponent  has  stated  this 
evening  are  true,  if  they  be  taken  in  a  proper  scriptural  sense. 
The  whole,  however,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  in  strict 
accordance  with  Scripture  ;  and  I  shall  point  out  those  things 
which  seem  at  variance  with  the  revelations  of  heaven,  that 
you  may  have  an  opportunity  of  avoiding  error,  and  of  having 

I  truth  without  any  mixture  or  adulteration. 
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As  to  what  he  stated  about  my  having  abundance  of  light 
which  I  would  not  follow,  I  shall  make  no  remark  on  it 
further  than  to  say,  that  as  it  is  a  point  which  of  course  he 
cannot  prove^  it  is  also  a  point  which  it  would  be  foolish  in 
me  to  attempt  to  answer. 

He  stated  that  the  different  views  which  people  took  of 
the  trinity  did  not  disprove  the  doctrine.  I  did  not  bring 
them  forward  for  that  purpose,  but  simply  in  reply  to  his 
statement  that  Christians  generally  were  united  and  harrrv&~ 
niozos  in  their  views  on  that  subject. 

He  seemed  disposed  to  make  the  impression  that  I  had  \ 

stated  that  "justice  "  in  every  case  meant  **  mercy."  I  have 
made  no  such  statement ;  but  simply  stated  that  "  righteov^- 
ness*^  in  general,  when  applied  to  God,  meant  mercy ;  and 
always  meant  such  a  disposition  as  was  in  harmcmy  witk 
mercy,  and  not  opposed  to  mercy.  And  in  proof  of  the  correct- 
ness of  my  definition  of  God's  righteousness,  I  gave  you 
both  the  authorities  of  lexicographers  and  of  commentators,* 
and  a  number  of  plain  quotations  frdm- various  parts  of*  the 
Old  and  New  Testament,  in  which  no  other  signification 
could  be  given  to  the  word  but  that  of  mercy,  love,  or  bene- 
ficence. And  my  opponent  has  not  called  in  question  my 
statements  :  nor  has  he  called  in  question  the  correctness  of 
the  quotations  I  made,  or^of  the  interpretations  which  I  gave 
to  them. 

He  refers  to  another  word,  dihe ;  but  that  is  a  word 
which,  in  the  New  Testament,  is  never  once  translated 
either  justice  or  righteousness. 

He  tells  us  that  dikaios  in  some  cases  means  giving  people 
their  wages — what  is  their  right.     I  answer,  it  is  invariably  ^ 

the  case  that  all  God^s  rewards  are  mercies — ^are  the  offspring 
of  benevolence ;  so  that  the  very  disposition  which  leads  him 
to  reward  people,  is  still  his  mercy,  his  love. 

He  quoted  the  passage,  "  do  justly,  and  love  mercy,"  with 
a  view,  it  seemed  to  me,  to  prove  that  justice  and  mercy 
stood  opposite  to  each  other.  The  truth,  however,  is,  that 
the  passage  does  not  prove  any  such  opposition.  Justice  is  a 
lower  order  of  mercy — that  which  keeps  people  from  doing 
wrong  to  other  people  ;  while  mercy  is  a  higher  order  of 
charity,  prompting  us  not  only  to  do  them  no  wrong,  but  .to 
do  them  good  as' we  have  opportunity. 
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Hie  says  that  my  view  of  Christ's  sacrifice  makes  sin  a 
trifle.  How  can  that  be,  when  I  state  that  the  great  object 
for  which  Christ  made  his  sacrifice  was  to  redeem  men  fr<yni 
sin,  to  destroy  sin,  and  to  make  men  holy,  zealous  of  good 
works  1 

He  says  that  I  would  make  God*s  govenmient  the  govern- 
ment of  a  weak-minded  parent.  F answer ;  can  there  be 
any  weakness  in  God  1  Is  there  any  danger  that  while  God 
is  infinite  in  wisdom,  his  goodness  should  ever  go  to  an 
extreme  ?  The  government  of  God  is  the  government  of  a 
parent  hevertheless, — not  of  a  weak-minded  one,  but  of  one 
whose  wisdom  and  understanding  are  infinite.. 

But  what  does  the  satisfaction  theory  make  of  sin  ?    The 

common  doctrine  of  satisfaction  tells  you  that  though  you  do 

sin,  another  can  bear  the  punishment,  and  that  you  may 

escape: — ^that  though  you  do  sin,  the  guilt,  or  the  punishment 

^can  be  transferred  to  some  one  els^  so  that  you  shall  never 

f  suffer  the  penalty.     Xlys^c^tradicfP justice  altogether.    And 

what  does  this.  4;]ieory 'make  of  God's  truth  ?  The  threaten- 

)  ing  is,  "  In  ^- day Tihat  thou  eatest  thereof  thou  shalt  surely 

*  die."  It  turns  out,  however,  that  when  he  eats,  he  does  not 
die,  but  another  dies  in  his  stead.  If  tlm  is  not  calculated 
to  make  sin  look  trifling,  and  lead  people  to  regard  it  as  a 
matter  of  little  moment,  so  long  a^  they  can  cast  themselves 
with  their  sins  upon  another,  and  be  accepted  in  consideration 
of  his  satisfaction  to  God's  justice,  I  know  not  what  can 
make  it  look  trifling.  And  what  does  it  make  God's  govern- 
ment look  like  t  A  government  that  can  pass  by  the  offender 
and  yet  punish  the  innocent,  is  worse  than  no  government. 
But  if  we  make  God's  government  to  aim  at  reducing  every 
rebel  into  order,  at  destroying  sin  throughout  its  wide  domi- 
nions, and  at  bringing  all  people  to  holiness  and  righteous- 
ness, so  that  they  may  love  God  and  love  mankind,  it  is 
respectable  beyond  measure  :  it  is  both  worthy  of  God, 
and  it  is  just  such  a  government  as  every  wise  and  well-dis- 
posed man  would  wish  to  be  placed  under. 

He  stated  that  I  had  given  Adam  Clarke's  views  defec- 
tively. The  statement,  however,  which  he  made,  did  not 
prove  that.  I  gave  Adam  Clarke's  views  most  correctly,  as 
his  own  quotation  proved.  Adam  Clarke,  however,  was  in- 
consistent  enough,   after   translating   the   word  dUcaiosunCy. 
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"  ^^ktecmsness"  mercy,  to  translate  dikaios,  righteous,  and 
dikaiounta,  justifieVj  the  same  word  only  in  different  forms, 
ir\iQ  justice,  something  opposite  to  mercy.  I  wish  to  preserve 
to  the  word  one  consistent  meaning  throughout  the  verse, 
and  say, — "  to  declare  his  mercy,  that  God  might  be  merci- 
ful, and  the  bestower  of  mercy  on  him  that  believeth  on 
Jesus.'"  If  the  word  means  mercy  in  one  part  of  the  verse, 
as  A.  Clarke  and  others  say,  it  must  mean  mercy  throughovi 
the  verse. 

He  says  my  theory  excludes  all  efficacy  from  the  sacrifice 
of  Christ.  I  answer  ;  is  it  not  efficacy  enough  if  it  redeem 
men  from  sin  ?  Is  not  sin  the  only  evil  in  the  universe  %  Is 
there  any  thing  else  that  either  displeases  God,  or  hinders 
man's  welfare  ?  And  if  the  blood  of  Christ  cleanseth  from 
all  sin,  it  surely  is  efficacy  enough.  If  a  man  expect  Christ's 
blood  to  get  him  to  heaven,  without  making  him  good^  I  deny 
sack  efficacy,  and  I  have  reason  for  so  doing.  Jesus  never 
meant  to  bless  people  in  ariy  other  way,  than  by  turning  them 
away  from  their  iniquities. 

He  asked — under  my  theory,  who  was  the  victim  1  And 
he  answered,  "  a  pious  young  man."  Now  does  he  believe 
that  any  thing  else  but  a  pious  young  man  was  the  victim  ? 
His  view  is,  of  course,  that  that  young  man  was  God,  as  well 
as  man.  But  does  he  really  think  that  the  Godhead  was  the 
victim  ? — ^that  the  Godhead  died  i — that  the  eternal  God 
expired,  as  Wesley  tells  us,  hanging  on  the  accursed  tree  ? 
I  imagine  he  will  not  venture  to  say  that.  It  follows,  then, 
*  that  even  on  his  own  principle,  it  was  only  the  man  Jesus 
Christ  who  died.  The  Godhead,  then,  did  not  die,  and 
therefore  there  was  nothing  left  but  the  man  Christ  Jesus  to 
die  ;  so  that  in  each  case  the  victim  is  the  same. 

He  referred  to  Belsham  and  Priestley;  and  stated  that 
they  taught  that  Christ  was  ignorant,  and  sinful  too.  That 
they  taught  that  Christ  was  ignorant .  on  some  points,  I  can 
easily  believe  ;  for  Jesus  himself  said, — "  Of  that  day  and 
that  hour  knoweth  no  man,  no,  not  the  angels  which  are  in 
heaven,  neither  the  Son,  but  the  Father' owZy."  But  that 
they  stated  that  Jesus  Christ  \va,s  sinful,  (I  cannot  deny,  but) 
I  shall  never  believe  it  until  the  passages  are  given  me  in 
their  writings.  The  same  charge  has  been  preferred  by  the 
same  parti/  against  myself,     1  know  it  to  be  a  falsehood. 
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>vhen  brought  against  me ;  and  it  may  be  no  better  when 
preferred  again t  Belsham  and  Priestley. 

He  says,  there  is  no  greater  proof  of  Christ's  love  to  man, 
than  of  the  apostle's  love  to  man,  on  my  theory.  Well ;  and 
suppose  there  was  not.  Are  not  both  the  apostles  and  all 
Christ's  followers  commanded  to  give  the  very  same  proof  of 
love  to  the  brethren,  that  Christ  gave  ?  Does  not  Jesus 
exhort  us  to  love  others,  as  he  k/oed  us  ?  Does  he  not  also 
exhort  us  to  give  the  same  proof  of  love,  by  laying  down  our 
lives  for  them,  as  he  laid  down  his  life  for  us  ?  Is  there  any 
thing  unscriptural  or  irrational  here  ? 

He  says,  what  love  was  it  in  God  to  give  up  a  pious  young 
man  to  suffering  ]  I  answer,  that  a  pious  young  man  is 
God's  own  image  ;  that  a  pious  young  man  is  one  of  the 
greatest,  loftiest,  and  most  venerable  beings  in  God's  infinite 
universe.  Man  is  said  in  Scripture  to  be  made  but  a  little 
lower  than  the  angels,  or,  as  the  original  has  it,  a  little  lower 
than  God.  Man  is  next  to  God>  according  to  Scripture 
teaching.  And  how  God  could  give  yip  any  thing  greater, 
richer,  better,  worthier,  than  a  pious  young  man,  I  cannot 
imagine.  Does  my  opponent  believe,  that  God  gave  some- 
thing more  tlian  a  pious  young  man  to  suffer  and  die  ?  Does 
he  believe  that  God  the  Father  gave  God  the  Son  to  death  J 
If  he  does  believe  it,  it  is  a  faith  which  he  has  never  yet  ven- 
tured to  profess  ;  and  a  faith,  too,  which  few  individiials  who 
think,  and  who  read  the  Scriptures,  will  be  disposed  to  share. 
Cotdd  God  the  Father  give  God  the  Son  to  death  ?  And  if 
he  could  not,  there  was  nothing  but  the  man  Jesus  Christ  to 
devote  to  death. 

He  says,  admit  the  victim  to  be  Emmanuel,  and  under- 
stand him  to  be  God,  and  there  is  harmony  in  the  scheme. 
I  repeat  it,  God  cannot  be  a  victim  ;  and  I  add,  that  if  it  is 
not  infidelity,  it  is  a  kind  of  blasphemy  to  say  that  he  could 
be  a  victim. 

He  says,  God's  love  is  great  on  his  theory.  I  answer,  not 
a  whit  greater  than  it  is  on  the  Scripture  theory,  which  we 
have  laid  before  you.  Nay,  it  seems  to  me,  in  one  particular 
at  least,  to  be  less  ;  for  where  is  the  love  of  God,  after  all,  if 
he  takes  no  part  of  the  suffering,  but  appoints  another  to  bear 
all  the  suffering,  and  does  not  give  to  man  a  single  blessing 
till  that  other  has  bought  it  of  him,  by  satisfying  his  justice 
with  blood — never  bestows  a  pardon  even  on  a  repenting  and 
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returning  sinner,  till  it  has  been  purchased  by  a  satisfaclticxn 
rendered  to  divine  justice  1  Here  love  is  lost.  I  know  they 
say  they  believe  in  God's  love  ;  and  I  believe  they  do  :  but 
they  join  their  belief  with  such  awful  errors,  that  the  influence 
of  God's  love  is  lost,  and  the  bright  displays  and  manifesta- 
tions of  his  goodness  are  obscured  and  clouded. 

He  says  the  blood  of  Christ  speaketh  better  things  than 
the  blood  of  Abel.  True.  It  discloses  and  reveals  God's 
eternal,  unbought,  and  universal  love,  which  Abel's  did  not. 

He  says  the  blood  of  Paul  is  not  said  to  be  precious,  and 
the  like.  The  truth  is,  the  Scriptures  say  that  precious  in 
the  sight  of  the  Lord  is  the  death  of  all  his  saints,  and  even 
our  faith  is  termed  precious. 

He  says,  if  Christ  only  saves  men  by  turning  them  from 
their  iniquities,  then  the  labours  and  sufferings  of  others 
might  do  the  same.  And  we  have  reason  to  be  thankful  that 
God  allows  us  to  be  partakers  with  him  in  the  grand  scheme 
of  enlightening  and  regenerating  the  world,  in  stimulating 
men  to  duty,  and  bringing  them  to  God.  And  if  any  "  err 
from  the  truth,  and  one  convert  him  ;  let  him  know  that  he 
which  converteth  Uie  sinner  from  the  error  of  his  way,  does 
save  a  soul  from  death,  and  shall  hide,"  or  cover,  or  cure, 
and  so  atone  for,  "  a  multitude  of  sins."  .  He  who  thus  conr 
verts  a  sinner,  saves  him  ;  he  brings  a  man  from  sin  to  God, 
and  brings  sin  itself  to  an  end. 

He  says,  if  Christ's  blood  is  merely  the  seal  of  truth,  and 
exerts  a  moral  influence  on  men's  souls  only,  it  would  not 
differ  from  the  blood  of  others,  &c.  Now,  we  never  stated 
that  these  two  were  the  sole  ends  of  Christ's  death.  In  my 
tract  on  the  Atonement,  No.  5,  page  8,  I  give  the  following 
as  the  reasons  why  Christ  died  : — 

.  "  1 .  To  fulfil  prophecy.  2.  To  redeem  men  from  sin.  3. 
To  make  men  holy ;  to  strengthen  men  to  fulfil  the  righte- 
ousness of  God's  law.  4.  To  reconcile  men  to  God.  5.  To 
abolish  the  old  law.  6.  To  put  in  force  and  ratify.the  new 
law.  7.  To  set  us  an  example  of  perfect  obedience-  to  God, 
and  of  perfect  love  to  man.  8.  That  he  might  rise  from  the 
dead,  9.  That  he  might  learn  obedience,  and  be^made  per* 
feet  through  suffering.  10.  That  he  might  be  toBchfld  Vith 
the  feeling  of  our  infirmities,  and  be  able  to  sympathise  vdth 
his  people  in  their  sufferings.  1 1 .  That  he  might  ooioamend 
God's  love  to  us.     12.  That  he  might  go  away  and  send  the 


Spirit.  13.  To  unite  Jews  and  Gentiles  together,  and  join 
them  all  to  God.  14.  To  destroy  the  devil,  who  had  the 
power  over  death.  15.  To  deliver  us  from  the  power  of 
death.  16.  To  enter  into  glory  as  our  forerunner,  and  take 
possession  of  the  eternal  inheritance  for  us.** 

These  are  the  ends  which  we  state  Christ's  death  was 
designed  to  answer,  and  which  we  prove,  from  the  whole 
tenor  of  the  New  Testament,  to  have  been  accomplished  by 
his  death. 

My  opponent  says,  Christ  died  for  our  sins.  So  say  we  ; 
but  for  what  end  ?  To  redeem  us  from  our  sins,  and  to 
bring  sin  to  a  perpetual  end. 

He  intimates  that  Christ  alone  died  for  man,  in  the  proper 
sense  of  the  words.  Yet  he  must  remember  that  the  apostle 
exhorts  us  to  lay  down  our  lives  for  the  brethren,  as  Christ 
laid  down  his  life  for  us. 

He  says,  the  blood  of  martyrs  calls  for  vengeance ;  and 
•quoted  a  passage  from  Revelations  to  prove  his  statement. 
I  answer,  the  blood  of  Stephen  called  for  mercy.  The  blood 
>  of  truly  Christian  martyrs  has  invariably  called  for  mercy. 
And  he  who  could  represent  it  as  calling  for  vengeance,  did 
not  understand  the  difference  between  the  old  and  the  new 
dispensations. 

He  says  infante  are  saved,  but  only  through  Christ.  Now 
what  a  character  to  give  of  God,  to  represent  him  as  being 
enable  to.  take  bis  own  little  infants  into  his  bosom,  which 
he  made  with  his  own  hands,  and  in  his  own  innocence, 
unless  blood  was  shed  for  them  ;  and  that  blood,  not  the 
-blood  of  man,  but  of  God  I 

Again  he  says,  how  could  infants  be  saved  through  Christ's 
death,  unless  he  made  satisfaction,  and  the  like.  No\r 
those  who  say  that  infants  are  saved  through  Christ's 
death,  are  wise  above  what  is  written.  The  Scriptures  no- 
where say  so. 

He  says,  there  is  no  passage  to  heaven  but  through  Christ. 
Now  Igrltat  that  the  Scriptures  teach  that  those  to  whom 
Christ  came  cannot  obtain  salvation  but  by  Christ,  by  obedi- 
ence to  his  doctrine  and  precepts.  But  ihey  never  say,  nor 
even  intimate,  that  they  who  never  heard  of  Christ  must  be 
saved  through  him  ;  and  they  who  teach  that  doctrine,  teach 
it  without'  divine  authority. 

He  says,  I  failed  to  show  that  reconciliation  is  subduing 

R 


338 

man's  enmity.  I  will  direct  you  to  the  passages  which  gpeak 
on  reconciliation,  and  you  may  judge  for  yourselves  whether 
I  could  fail  in  this  particular,  bo  long  as  I  read  the  passages 
correctly. 

The  first  passage  was  Romans  v.  1 0, — "  For  if,  when  we 
were  enemies,  ive  were  reconciled  to  God  by  the  death  of  his 
Son,  much  more,  being  reconciled,  we  shall  be  saved  by. his 
life."  Who  are  the  enemies  ?  Men.  How  are  they  ene- 
mies ?  By  wicked  works,  by  carnality  of  mind.  How  are 
they  reconciled  1  By  Christ's  death.  But  if  their  carnality 
and  wicked  works  were  their  enmity,  then  Christ's  death 
reconciles  men  by  subduing  their  enmity,  by  making  them  no 
longer  enemies  to  God. 

The  next  passage  was  2  Cor.  v.  beginning  at  the  14th 
verse, — "  For  the  love  of  Christ  constraineth  us;  because  we 
thus  judge,  that  if  one  died  for  all,  then  were  all  dead  :  and 
that  he  died  for  all" — to  what  purpose  ? — "  that  they  which 
live  should  not  henceforth  live  unto  themselves,  but  unto  him 
which  died  fo^  them,  and  rose  again."  "  Therefore  if  any 
man  be  in  Christ,"  if  the  end  of  Christ's  death  be  answered 
in  him,  *•'  he  is  a  new  creature  ;"  he  no  longer  lives  to  him- 
self;  he  lives  to  God.  "Old  things  are  passed  away  ;  be- 
hold all  things  are  become  new."  His  fleshly  character, 
which  was  enmity  to  God,  which  was  not  subject  to  God's 
law,  is  gone,  and  a  spiritual  character  is  received.  The  man 
is  free  from  his  enmity,  and  becomes  subject  to  God's  law. 
"  And  all  things  are  of  God,  who  hath  reconciled  us  to  him- 
aelfhy  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  given  to  us  the  ministry  of 
reconciliation  ;  to  wit,  that  God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling 
the  v;orld  unto  Himself ;  not  imputing  their  trespasses  unto 
them  ;  and  hath  committed  unto  us  the  word  of  reconcilia- 
tion. Now  then  we  are  ambassadors  for  Christ,  as  though 
God  did  beseech  you  by  us  :  we  pray  you  in  Christ's  stead, 
be  ye  reconciled  to  God.  For  he  hath  made  him  who  knew 
no  sin  to  be  sin,  or  a  sin-offering  for  us  ;  that  we  might  be 
made  the  righteousness,  or  the  righteous  people  of  Godinhim." 
Now  this  is  a  reconciliation  which  had  not  as  yet  actually 
taken  place.  The  apostles  had  to  beseech  men  to  be  recon- 
ciled to  God.  In  what  sense  was  it  that  the  apostle  wished 
men  to  be  reconciled  to  God  ?  The  apostle,  of  course,  saw 
men  living  in  wickedness,  living  to  the  flesh  :  he  saw  that  by 
their  carnality  and  wicked  works  they  were  at  enmity  with 
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God :  and  he  Jbesought  them  to  be  reconciled  unto  him  ; 
that  is,  to  deny  themselves,  to  mortify  the  flesh,  to  cleanse 
themselves  from  all  the  filthiness  of  flesh  and  spirit,  and  live 
to  God  ;  and  if  that  reconciliation  be  not  a  subduing,  or  a 
destroying  of  carnality,  and  effecting  a  complete  change  of 
character,  words  have  no  meaning,  and  the  Scriptures  would 
be  of  no  use. 

Another  passage  on  reconciliation,  which  we  quoted,  is  in 
Ephesians,  where  you  find  two  reconciliations  are  mentioned ; 
1st,  the  reconciliation  of  Gentiles  to  Jews,  and  of  Jews  to 
Gentiles,  and  2nd,  the  reconciliation  of  both  to  God.  Was 
not  that  reconciliation  between  Jews  and  Gentiles  a  destroy- 
ing of  their  enmity  to  each  other  ?  And  is  not  the  recon- 
ciliation between  man  and  God  spoken  of  as  of  the  same 
character  ? — as  destroying  man's  enmity,joccasioned  by  wick- 
edness, and  bringing  him  to  be  a  friend  to  God  ? 

I  need  not  spend  more  words  upon  this  point.  The  most 
plain,  simple,  unforced  language  of  Scripture  commends  it  to 
our  judgment 

My  opponent  said,  Aaron  \tas  a  type  of  Christ.  How 
often  have  I  asked  him  what  he  means  by  this  language,  and 
to  show  from  Scripture  that  there  are  any  such  types  as  theo- 
logians talk  of ; — to  prove  from  Scripture  that  the  theolo- 
gical doctrine  about  types  and  anti-types  is  true. 

He  mentioned  the  bullock  being  offered  for  a  sin-offering. 
We  have  noticed  the  meaning  of  the  sin- offering  before,  and 
need  not  repeat  our  observations. 

He  says,  reconciliation  is  to  appease  God.  Suppose  this 
to  be  the  case,  still  the  question  is,  When  is  God  appeased  ? 
He  is  appeased  towards  no  man  before  that  man  is  delivered 
from  sin  ;  but  he  is  appeased  the  very  moment  that  the  man 
is  brought  from  sin.  And  does  not  Christ's  death,  therefore, 
appease  God,  when  it  delivers  men  from  sin,  which  is  the 
only  thing  that  ever  provoked  God's  wrath. 

He  says,  Christ  died  for  us  ;  and  that  this  is  substitution. 
Well,  and  when  we  die  for  our  brethren,  that  is  substitution : 
and  if  substitution  means,  simply,  that  one  dies  instead  of 
another,  for  his  good,  we  have  no  objection  to  such  Scriptural 
substitution.  But  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  substitution  is,  that 
Christ  bore  the  penalty  of  our  sins,  and  obeyed  the  re- 
quirements of  the  law,  as  our  substitute,  and  this  is  the  sub- 
stitution which  we  oppose.    Let  it  be  understood  that  Christ 
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died  for  us  in  order  that  we  might  be  delivered  from  sin,  and 
so  live  to  God,  and  thus  obtain  eternal  life  with  him  in  hea- 
ven, and  we  have  no  objection  to  subscribe  to  the  doctrine> 

He  says,  Christ's  sacrifice  is  the  procuring  cause  of  a  state 
of  reconciliation.  Suppose  it  is,  the  question  is,  How  does 
Christ's  sacrifice  procure  that  state  of  reconciliation  1  H(m 
does  it  bring  man  into  a  state  of  friendship  with  God  1  Is 
it  not  by  delivering  him  from  sin,  which  God  hates,  and 
biinging  him  to  hohness,  which  God  loves  % 

He  says,  Christ's  death  is  the  ground  of  our  trust  in  God's 
mercy.  I  answer,  It  is  the  ground  of  my  trust  in  God's 
nlercy  ;  that  is  to  say,  Jesus  Christ,  by  his  death,  has  given 
me  such  demonstrations  of  God's  goodness  to  the  world, 
that  I  cannot  help  but  trust  in  that  mercy  as  long  as  I  keep 
God's  commandm^ts,  and  do  the  things  that  are  pleasing 
in  his  sight.  But  may  I  trust  in  God's  mercy  while  I  live 
in  sin  ?  That  would  be  presumption.  And  they  that  trust 
in  Christ's  death  as  a  substitute  for  holiness,  and  think  that 
God  will  accept  such  trust  instead  of  their  obedience,  are 
trusting  to  something  worse  than  a  broken  reed — ^to  some- 
thing more  unstable  than  the  sand. 

He  says,  according  to  my  views  we  are  to  present  our  sins 
to  God  as  a  sacrifice.  He  knows  I  meant  no  such  thing  as 
the  sense  he  put  upon  my  words.  I  meant  that  we  were 
to  sacrifice  them  in  the  sense  of  giving  them  up  ; — not  offer 
them  as  a  sacrifice  literally.  And  we  do  in  truth,  in  one  re- 
spect, make  a  sacrifice  for  God,  when  we  give  up  our  sins. 
Our  sins  have  their  pleasures  ;  and  we  do  make  a  sacrifice 
for  God's  sake,  when  we  give  up  the  pleasures  of  sin  rather 
than  displease  our  Heavenly  Father.  Is  there  any  thing 
offensive  in  that  ? 

He  says,  that  ordinary  sacrifices  were  pleasing  to  God  ; 
and  that  sacrifices  generally  were  appointed  by  God.  I  will 
read  you  a  passage  or  two  on  this  subject,  and  you  shall 
judge  for  yourselves. 

One  of  the  first  passages  which  I  shall  give  you  is  from 
the  40th  Psalm,  beginning  at  the  6th  verse.  After 
acknowledging  his  obligations  to  God  for  his  goodness,  he 
says, — *'  Sacrifice  and  offering  thou  didst  not  desire  ;  mine 
ears  hast  thou  opened  :  burnt-offering  and  sin-offering  hast 
thou  not  required.  Then  said  I,  Lo,  J  come  :  in  the  volume 
of  the  book  it  is  written  of  me,  I  delight  to  do  thy  will,  Q. 
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my  God :  y(>a,  thy  law  is  within  my  heart."  The  Psalm- 
ist knew  that  God  did  not  require  sacrifice  and  burnt- 
offering,  and  he  therefore  makes  no  promise  to  present  them. 
He  knew  that  God  required  that  he  should  hearken  to  the 
law,  and  do  God's  will  ;  and  this  he  engages  to  do. 

I  refer  you,  next,  to  the  50th  Psalm,  beginning  at  the 
7th  verse  : — "  Hear,  O  my  people,  and  I  will  speak     O 
Israel,  and  I  will  testify  against  thee  :  I  am  God,  even  thy 
God.     I  will  not  reprove  thee,  or  argue  with  thee  for  thy 
sacrifices  or  thy  burnt-offerings,  to  be  continually  before  me. 
I  will  take  no  bullock  out  of  thy  houise,  nor  he-goats  out  of 
thy  folds.     For  every  beast  of  the  forest  is  mine,  and  the 
cattle  upon  a  thousand  hills.     I  know  all  the  fowls  of  the 
mountains  :  and  the  wild  beasts  of  the  field  are  mine.     If  I 
were  hungry,  I  would  not  tell  thee  ;  for  the  world  is  mine, 
and  the  fulness  thereof.     Will  I  eat  the  flesh  of  bulls,  or 
drink  the  blood  of  goats?   Offer  unto  God  thanksgiving; 
and  pay  thy  vows  unto  the  most  high  :  *obey  God's  will  as 
•thou  hast  pr(»mised  to  dp  : '  and  call  upon  me  in  the  day  of 
trouble  :  I  will  deliver  thee,  and  thou  shalt  glorify  me.    But 
unto  the  wicked  man  God  saith.  What  hast  thou  to  do  to 
declare  my  statutes,  or  that  thou  shouldest  take  my  covenant 
in  thy  mouth  1   Seeing  thou  hatest  instruction,  and  castest 
my  words  behind  thee.     When  thou  sawest  a  thief,  then  thou 
consentedst  with  him,  and  hast  been  partaker  with  adulterers. 
Thou  givest  thy  mouth  to  evil,  and  thy  tongue  frameth  deceit. 
Thou  sittest  and  speakest  against  thy  brother ;  thou  slan- 
derest  thine  own  mother's  son.      These  things  hast  thou 
done,  ^nd  I  k«pt  silence  ;  thou  thoughtest  that  I  was  alto- 
gether such  an  one  as  thyself :  but  I  will  reprove  thee,  and 
set  them  in  order  before  thine  eyes.     Now  consider  this,  ye 
that  forget  God,  lest  I  tear  you  in  pieces,  and  there  be  none 
to  deliver.    Whoso  offereth  praise  glorifieth  me  :  and  to  him 
that  ordereth  his  cowuersaiion  or  behaviour  aright  will  I  show 
the  salvation  of  God." 

You  have  had  a  passage  quoted  from  the  51st  Psalm, — 
"  Thou  desirest  not  sacrifice ;  else  would  I  give  it :  thou 
delightest  not  in  burnt-offering.  The  sacrifices  of  God  are  a 
broken  spirit :  a  broken  and  a  contrite  heart,  0  God,  thou 
wilt  not  despise."  And  my  opponent  told  us  that  at  the 
very  conclusion  of  this  Psalm  the  Psalmist  says, — •"  Then  shalt 
.thou  be  pleased  with  the  sacrifices  of  righteousness,  with  burnt- 
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offering  and  whole  burnt-oflfering  :  then  shall  they  offer  bul- 
locks upon  thine  altar."  Now  let  us  go  to  Adam  Clarke, 
who  was  no  heretic  ;  and  we  shall  find  that  the  conclusion 
of  this  Psalm,  which  is  at  variance  with  the  body  of  the 
Psalm,  never  belonged  to  the  Psalm  originally  ;  but  has  been 
appended — ^is  an  addition  to  it,  and  was  not  written  by  the 
Psalmist  himself. 

I  will  refer  you  now  to  the  prophecies  of  Isaiah.  In  the 
first  chapter,  God  expressly  tells  them  that  he  is  weary  of 
their  sacrifices  and  their  offerings,  and  that  he  will  not  hear 
when  they  pray  to  him,  and  then  he  proceeds  to  say, — 
"  Your  hands  are  full  of  blood,"  which  is  the  reason  he  will 
not  hear  them.  And  what  are  they  to  do,  in  order  to  be 
accepted  ?  He  says, — *•  Wash  you,  make  you  clean  ;  put 
away  the  evil  of  your  doings  from  before  mine  eyes ;  cease 
to  do  evil;  learn  to  do  well;  seek  judgment,  relieve  the 
oppressed,  judge  the  fatherless,  plead  for  the  widow.  Come, 
now,  and  let  us  reason  together,  saith  the  Lord  :  though  your 
sins  be  as  scarlet,  they  shall  be  white  as  snow,  &c.'*  It  was 
mercy  he  required,  not  sacrifice. 

The  prophet  is  still  stronger  in  his  expressions  about  sacri- 
fices, in  the  66th  chapter,  from  the  1st  to  the  3rd  verse  : — 
**  Thus  saith  the  Lord,  The  heaven  is  my  throne,  and  the 
earth  is  my  footstool :  where  is  the  house  that  ye  build  unto 
me  ?  and  where  is  the  place  of  my  rest  ]"  For  God  cared 
not  for  temples  raised  with  hands  any  more  than  he  cared 
for  sacrifices,  though  he  allowed  them,  on  account  of  the  child- 
ishness and  hardness  of  their  hearts,  or  the  intractableness  of 
their  disposition.  "  For  all  those  things  hath  mine  hand 
made,  and  all  those  things  have  been,  saith  the  Lord  :  but  to 
^his  man  will  I  look,  even  to  him  that  is  poor  and  of  a  con- 
trite spirit,  and  trembleth  at  my  word.  He  that  killeth  an 
ox  is  as  if  he  slew  a  man  ;  he  that  sacrificeth  a  lamb,  as  if 
he  cut  off  a  dog's  neck  ;  he  that  offereth  an  oblation,  as  if  he 
offered  swine's  blood ;  he  that  bumeth  incense,  as  if  he 
blessed  an  idol."  It  is  well  that  the  prophet  said  this,  and 
not  I.     (Hear,  hear.) 

I  refer  you  next  to  Jeremiah,  the  7th  chapter,  beginning 
at  the  21  St  verse  : — "  Thus  saith  the  Lord  of  hosts,  the  God 
of  Israel ;  Put  your  burnt-offerings  unto  your  sacrifices,  and 
eat  flesh  :  that  is,  make  a  meal  of  them.  For  I  spake  not 
unto  your  fathers,  nor  commanded  them  in  the  day  that  I 
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brought  them  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  concerning  burnt- 
oiferings  or  sacrifices  :  but  this  one  thing  commanded  I  them, 
saying.  Obey  my  voice,  and  I  will  be  your  God,  and  ye  shall 
be  my  people  :  and  walk  ye  in  all  the  ways  that  I  have  com- 
manded you,  that  it  may  be  well  unto  you."  And  if  the 
people  had  hearkened  unto  this  simple  law,  no  sacrifices 
would  ever  have  been  inflicted  upoti  them.  "  But,"  the  next 
verse  adds,  "they  hearkened  not,  nor  inclined  their  ear,  but 
walked  in  the  counsels  and  in  the  imagination  of  their  evil 
heart,  and  went  backward,^ — as  my  opponent  seems  to  wish 
me  to  go  (laughter) — *'  and  not  forward,''  in  the  way  of 
reform.  They  went  backward  from  the  laws  of  true  righte- 
ousness, and  walked  in  the  counsels  of  their  evil  heart  wish- 
ing for  sacrifices  and  ceremonies.  So  he  gave  them  laws 
which  were  not  good-^statutes  in  which  he  had  no  pleasure. 
Sacrifices  were  not  things  wliich  he  commanded  at  first,  but 
which  he  allowed,  on  account  of  their  hardness  of  heart,  though 
contrary  to  his  will  ;  but  as  they  would  have  them,  so  he  now 
gave  them  regulations  for  the  management  of  sacrifices, 
though  he  himself  had  not  originally  ordained  or  appointed 
them. 

Lastly,  I  shall  give  you  a  sliort  quotation  from  Micah, 
6tli  chapter,  beginning  at  the  6th  verse.  The  question  is 
asked,  "  Wherewith  shall  I  come  before  tlie  Lord,  and  bow 
myself  before  the  high  God  ?  shall  I  come  before  him  with 
burnt-offerings,  with  calves  of  a  year  old  '\  Will  the  Lord 
be  pleased  with  thousands  of  rams,  or  with  ten  thousands  of 
rivers  of  oil  ?  shall  I  give  my  firstborn  for  my  transgression, 
the  fruit  of  my  body  for  the  sin  of  my  soul  ?"  Some  people 
say,  No,  it  is  anoUier  sacrifice  tliat  is  wanted  :  it  is  the 
blood  that  gives  infinite  satisfaction  that  you  must  bring  or 
plead.  They  frequently  ask  the  prophet's  question,  but  when 
they  have  asked  the  question,  they  always  take  care  to  leave 
out  the  prophet's  answer,  and  to  give  you  one  of  their  own, 
I,  however,  will  give  you  the  prophet's  answer  :  What  is  it 
then  wherewith  I  shall  come  before  God  1  The  answer  is, — 
"  He  hath  showed  thee,  0  man,  what  is  good ;  and  what 
doth  the  Lord  require  of  thee,  but" — but  what  ?  To  trust 
in  the  merits  of  our  Saviour,  say  tlie  orthodox.  But  the 
heterodox  answer  of  the  prophet  is-—"  To  do  justly,  to  love 
MERCT,  and  to  walk  humbly  with  thy  God  t" 

I  durst  not  have  given  you  these  views  of  sacrifice,  as  my 
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own  views.  You  would  not  have  endured  them,  if  I  had 
given  them  as  my  own  :  but  I  can  venture  to  give  you  them 
as  the  Psalmist's  and  the  prophet's  views ;  and  I  hope  that 
you  will  pay  some  respect  to  them,  (Loud  applause,  and 
disapprobation.) 

My  opponent  says,  Christ's  blood  was  shed  for  the  remis- 
sion of  sins.  I  answer,  true  ;  but  was  it  designed  to  pro- 
cure remission  for  any  one  except  so  far  as  it  cleansed  the 
man  himself  from  his  sins  I  We  say  Christ's  blood  was  shed 
for  the  remission  of  sins,  because  it  was  shed  to  redeem  men 
from  all  sin  :  and  when  men  are  redeemed  from  sin  ; — when 
they  are  led  to  give  up  their  sins,  their  sins  are  all  forgiven  ; 
when  men  cease  to  do  evil,  and  learn  to  do  well — when  they 
lurn  from  their  evil  ways  in  sincerity  of  heart,  God  always 
blots  out  their  transgressions. 

He  says,  Christ  gave  himself  as  our  ransom.  Here  also  we 
are  agreed.  But  why  did  he  give  himself  as  our  ransom  ? — 
^r,  in  other  words,  what  is  it  that,  by  giving  himself  as  a 
-ransom,  he  seeks  to  redeem  us  from  ?  We  answer,  from  all 
iniquity  ;  and  to  purify  unto  himself  a  peculiar  people,  zealous 
loi  good  works. 

He  quoted  the  passage,  feed  the  flock  of  God,  which  he 
3iath  purchased  with  his  own  blood.  Now  Qrieshach  reads 
idt,  feed  the  flock  of  the  Lord,  that  is  of  Christ,  which  he  hath 
purchased  with  his  own  blood.  And  this  is  the  true  reading. 
«God  has  no  blood  ;  and  he  cannot,  therefore,  shed  that  blood. 
testis  had  blood,  and  could  shed  it ;  and  he  bought  us  with 
it. 

He  says  Christ's  blood  renders  it  compatible  with  God's 
justice  to  forgive  sin.  I  answer,  it  does  not  render  it  com- 
patible with  God's  justice  to  forgive  sin,  so  long  as  men  con- 
Mnue  to  sin  ;  and  it  never  was  ^compatible  with  God's 
justice  to  pardon  sin  when  men  ceased  to  commit  it.  He 
who  asserts  that  it  was  so  is  wise  above  what  is  written. 

He  says,  Christ's  death  satisfied  not  only  God's  justice,  but 
his  wisdom,  holiness,  mercy,  and  the  like.  I  am  glad  to 
see  the  old,  stern  orthodox  theory  of  satisfaction  crumbling 
to  pieces.  The  black  cloud  is  fading  away  before  the  rising 
sun;  and  I  have  no  doubt  it  will  fade  and  fade  away  till  the 
bright  light  of  revelation  alone  shall  remain.  But  this  I  have 
to  say,  that  if  this  be  what  is  meant  by  Christ's  death  being 
,.a  satisfaction,  namely,  that  it  was  satisfactory,  that  it  was  a 
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sacrifice  pleasing  to  God ;  i0e  believe  in  satisfaction  :  but  we- 
believe  that  our  Bacrifices  are  satisfactions  in  the  same  way,, 
for  they  are  said  to  be  pleasing  or  satisfactory  to  God.. 
"  To  do  good,  and  to  communicate,  forget  not ;  for  with  8uch> 
sacrifices  God  is  well  pleased;"  he  is  well  satisfied. 

He  says  Christ  became  a  curse  for  us.  Does  he  mean 
that  Christ  was  under  Qod's  curse — under  God's  displeasure  ? 
If  so,  he  holds  a  notion  which  the  Scriptures  never  contained. 
The  Scriptures  say  he  was  under  God's  blessing;  that  the 
Father  loved  him  always,  because  he  always  did  the  things^ 
which  pleased  him :  and  never  was  Jesus  further  from  being 
under  God's  curse  than  when  he  died  for  our  sins  upon  the 
cross.  Still  he  was  under  a  curse  ;  but  the  same  passage 
which  tells  us  that  he  became  a  curse,  tells  us  what  that 
curse  was ;  namely,  that  he  was  under  the  anathema  of  the 
Jewish  law.  Hence  the  apostle  tells  us, — "Christ  hath, 
redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  curse 
for  us."  How  was  he  made  a  curse  for  us?  Well,  says 
Paul,  "for  it  is  written,  Cursed  is  every  one  that  kangeth  on 
a  tree.^^  The  law  of  Moses  considered  all  that  hanged  on  a 
tree  accursed  or  excommunicated; — not  under  God's  curse, 
but  under  the  anathema — the  excommunicative  sentence  of 
the  Jewish  law.  And  why  did  Christ  thus  become  a  curse  ? 
Why  did  he  submit  to  the  curse  or  excommunicative  sentence- 
of  the  Jewish  law  ?  Of  course  that  he  might  be  a  Gentile — 
a  heathen  man ;  and  die  for  Gentiles  as  well  as  Jews.  Hence 
the  next  verse  says, — "  That  the  blessing  of  Abraham  might 
come  on  the  Ckntiles  through  Jesus  Christ ;  that  we  might 
receive  the  promise  of  the  spirit  through  faith."  There  is 
no  orthodox  curse  or  satisfaction  here. 

But  ray  opponent  says  it  was  not  the  ceremonial  law  that 
Paul  referred  to  in  this  passage,  because  the  Gentiles  were 
not  under  that  law.  This  is  a  curious  reason.  The  Jews, 
tried  to  bring  the  Gentiles  under  it,  and  that  was  reason 
sufficient  why  Paul  should  preach  against  it,  and  declare- 
that  by  the  deeds  of  the  law  should  no  flesh  living  be  justified, 
before  God.  Not  the  ceremonial  law,  is  it?  Was  not  cir- 
cumcision part  of  the  ceremonial  law  T  And  yet  this  is  what. 
Paul  speaks  of  most  frequently ;  teDing  us  that  circumcision. 
is  nothing,  and  uncircumcision  is  nothing,  but  faith  which, 
worketh  by  love — circumcision  is  nothing,  and  uncircum- 
cisioa  is  nothing — ^but  a  new  creature, — circumcision  is  no- 
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thing,   and    uncircumcision    is  nothing, — ^but   keeping  the 
commandments  of  God. 

He  pleads  again  for  substitution.  T  say  again,  that  if  by 
substitution  he  means  that  Christ  simply  died  in  order  to 
prevent  us  from  dying  through  our  sins,  we  receive  such  sub- 
stitution. But  if  he  means  that  he  died  as  a  substitute  for 
us,  as  though  he  were  answerable  for  our  sins,  and  we  no 
longer  answerable  for  them,  such  Substitution  is  an ti- Chris- 
tian, irrational,  and  licentious. 

He  says  we  are  to  ask  in  Christ's  name  for  blessings ;  and 
he  intimated  that  when  we  are  directed  to  ask  in  Christ's 
name  for  blessings,  we  are  taught  that  it  is  on  account  of 
Christ  that  the  blessings  are  given ;  that  Christ  is  the  reason^ 
or  that  Christ's  death  is  the  reason,  why  God  answers  our 
prayers.  Now,  I  answer,  in  the  first  place,  that  we  are 
commanded  to  do  all  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus.  Whe- 
ther we  eat,  or  drink,  or  whatever  we  do,  we  are  to  do  all 
in  his  name.  There  is  nothing  in  the  expression,  asking  in 
the  name  of  Jesus,  favourable  to  the  views  of  my  opponent, 
when  the  words  are  rightly  interpreted.  As  to  what  is  the 
reason  why  God  hears  our  prayers,  and  grants  us  blessings, 
the  Scriptures  give  us  the  fullest  information ;  they  leave  us 
neither  in  doubt  nor  in  darkness  on  the  subject.  And  as  I 
quoted  the  passage  on  this  subject  before,  I  wonder  that  my 
opponent  should  so  strangely  overlook  it  or  forget  it.  I  will 
read  it  again.  It  is  in  1  John,  chap.  iii.  beginning  at  the  20th 
verse : — *'  If  our  heart  condemn  us,  God  is  greater  than  our 
heart,  and  knoweth  all  things.  Beloved,  if  our  heart  con- 
demn us  notg  then  have  we  confidence  toward  God.  And 
whatsoever  we  ask,  we  receive  of  him" — fwhy? — "because 
we  keep  his  commandments^  and  do  those  things  that  are 
pleasing  in  his  sights  It  is  impossible  that  any  thing  should 
be  plainer  than  this.  I  may  further  observe,  that  to  pray  in 
the  name  of  Jesus,  is  to  pray  in  obedience  to  his  command, 
in  subjection  to  his  authority ;  and  to  do  things  in  the  name 
of  Jesus,  is  to  do  things  as  the  servants  of  Jesus,  in  obedi- 
ence to  his  will ;  and  to  call  upon  the  name  of  Jesus,  is  to 
surname  ourselves  by  Jesus,  to  take  upon  ourselves  his  name, 
or  to  avow  ourselves  his  subjects,  and  to  live  in  obedience  to 
his  authority. 

"  .  He  referred  us  to  Acts  iv.  12.,  in  order  to  prove  that  no 
one  can  he  saved  except  on  account  of  Christ.     I  will  read 
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you  the  whole  passage,  and  you  shall  judge  for  yourselves 
what  is  its  meaning.  Peter  and  John  had  cured  a  lame  man. 
They  had  healed  him;  and  the  original  word  for  Jiealing  is 
the  same  word  that  is  used  for  saving.  Saving,  healing ^  making 
soundy  are  all  one  word  in  the  original.  The  apostles  were 
brought  before  the  magistrates,  and  tried,  and  sentence  of 
condemnation  was  delivered  against  them;  and  when  they 
were  brought  before  the  High  Priest  again,  they  were  set  in 
the  midst.  The  High  Priest  asked,  "By  what  power,  or  by 
what  name,*' — showing  that  by  power  is  meant  authority, 
—"have  ye  done  this?"  "Then  Peter,  filled  with  the 
Holy  Ghost,  said  unto  them,  Ye  rulers  of  the  people,  and 
elders  of  Israel,  if  we  this  day  be  exai^ined  of  the  good  deed 
done  to  the  impotent  man,  by  what  means  he  is  made  whole" 
or  sound,  or  saved;  "be  it  known  unto  you  all,  and  to  all  the 
people  of  Israel,  that  by  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ  of 
Nazareth,  whom  ye  crucified,  whom  God  raised  from  the 
dead,  even  by  him  doth  this  man  stand  here  before  you 
whole,**  or  sound.  "This  is  the  stone  which  was  set  at 
nought  of  you  builders,  which  is  become  the  head  of  the 
comer.  Neither  is  there  salvation," — or  healing, — "in  any 
other :  for  there  is  none  other  name  under  heaven  given 
among  men,  whereby  men  can  be  saved,"  or  healed.  And 
this  passage  is  brought  forward  to  show  that  none  can  go  to 
heaven  except  through  Christ.  Because  Peter  told  people  that 
there  was  no  other  authority  by  which  lame  people  could  be 
made  whole,  we  are  to  believe  that  there  is  no  way  by  which 
men^s  souls  can  be  saved  but  through  Christ's  death. 

He  says  Christ  is  a  Saviour.  So  he  is ;  and  we  rejoice  in  . 
it.  He  gave  J  ou  the  passage  which  I  should  have  quoted, 
only  it  happened,  though  good  in  itself,  to  be  part  of  those 
two  chapters  which  we  have  proved  to  be  spurious  ones.— 
"Thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus,"  or  Saviour,  "for  he  shall 
save  his  people  from  their  sins."  And  we  want  no  better 
salvation.  If  there  had  been  no  sin,  there  would  have  needed 
no  salvation.  And  when  all  men  are  saved  from  sin,  we 
shall  have  as  much  salvation  as  we  need.  Purity  and  bless- 
edness would  be  restored  to  our  world  together.  Salvation 
from  sin  would  make  earth  heaven.  It  would  bring  down 
the  happiness  of  heaven  to  earth,  and  lift  up  earth  to  heaven. 

He  says,  our  faith  is  to  have  peculiar  reference  to  Christ's 
blood.     I  answer,  there  is  but  one  passage  in  the  whole  New  >v 
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Testament  where  Faith  in  Christ's  blood  is  mentioned,  which 
is  Rom.  iii.  27 ;  and  Griesbach  gives  the  common  reading  of 
this  passage  as  doubtful.  He  says  some  have  simply  dia  tes 
pisteoos,  or  through  faitkyOimttitig  en  to  atUouaimati  ;  and  he 
says  again,  others  have  it,  diapisteoos;  and  marks  it  as  equal,  or 
to  be  preferred  to  the  common  reading,  so  that  in  no  case  are  we 
said  to  be  saved  through  faith  in  his  blood.  But  if  we  were, 
what  then  ?  We  are  told  many  times  that  we  are  saved  through 
faith  in  Christ's  resurrection  and  Messiahship,  and  by  faith  in 
him  that  raised-  up  Christ  from  the  dead.  Thus  the  apostle 
says  "  If  thou  shalt  confess  with  thy  mouth  the  Lord  Jesus,  and 
>shalt  believe  in  thine  heart  that  God  hath  raised  him  from  the 
dead,  thou  shalt  be  saved."  And  again ;  "  Whosoever  be- 
lieveth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ  (or  Messiah)  is  born  of  God." 
It  is  true  every  one  that  believeth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ 
does  believe  in  his  blood  or  his  death,  as  well  as  in  'his  resur- 
rection :  but  it  is  not  on  account  of  believing  in  his  death,  or 
in  his  resurrection,  that  God  saves  us ;  but  because  we  be- 
lieve that  Jesus  is  the  Messiah;  and  because  faith,  working  by 
love,  makes  us  new  creatures — makes  us. keep  the  com- 
<mandments  of  God. 

I  have  now  gone  through  my  opponent's  remarks.  I  shall 
^ot  go  threugh  my  own  former  remarks  ;  but  just  mention 
'the  heads  of  my  arguments,  and  ask  you  to  ask  yourselves 
whether  he  has  upset  one  single  position  that  I  took  up  ? 

I  told  you  that  atonement  was  reconciliation  ;  that  recon- 
♦ciliation  was  the  reconciliation  of  man  to  God  ;  that  redemp- 
ition  was  redemption  from  iniquity  ;  that  bearing  sins  was 
^bearing  sins  away,  curing  people  of  them ;  that  the  word 
propitiation  meant  the  mercy-seat ;  that  there  was  another 
Cleaning  of  the  word,  namely,  propitiatory  sacrifice ;  that 
Christ's  death  was  a  propitiatory  sacrifice,  as  it  turns  away 
<Tod's  wrath  by  redeeming  men  from  sin  which  provokes 
*God's  wrath.  I  stated  that  the  blood  of  Christ  cleanseth 
from  sin  ;  that  we  are  redeemed  from"  sin  by  Christ's  death  : 
and  thus  I  proceeded,  resting  every  particular,  from  first  to 
last,  on  the  i)road,  the  plain,  and  firm  testimony  of  the  oracles 
of  truth, 

I  have  now  a  few  remarks  to  make  on  other  subjects. 

My  opponent  has  frequently  used  the  word  "infidel;"  and 
applied  it  to  myself.  We  might  employ  our  time  better  than 
in  quarrelling  about  names,  yet  it  is  needful  to  be  on  our 
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«guarcl  against  beinfl  misled  by  words.  Let  us  see,  then,  how 
^far  the  word  infidel  is  applicable  to  me.  The  word  infidel 
is  a  Latin  word,  meaning  an  unbeliever.  An  unbeliever  is 
opposite  to  a  believer;  that  is,  opposite  to  a  Christian  be- 
liever. But  a  Christian  believer,  as  I  have  proved,  is  one 
that  believes  in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah.  Now  I  believe  in  Jesus 
as  the  Messiah.  I  am  therefore  a  believer — ^a  Christian  be- 
hever.  But  a  believer  is  the  opposite  of  infidd,  I  cannot, 
therefore,  be  an  infidel,  in  the  Christian  sense  of  the  word. 

Again;  The  words  "blasphemy,"  and  "blasphemer," 
have  been  frequently  used  by  tny  opponent,  and  appHed  to 
>me.  Blasphemy  is  speaking  evil  against  God  ;  a  blasphemer 
is  one  who  speaks  evil  against  God.  But  have  /  spoken  evil 
of  God  ?  Have  I  said  one  word  against  God  1  Have  I  not, 
on  the  contrary,  pleaded  God's  cause  ;  and  endeavoured  to 
clear  his  character  from  the  dark  imputations  which  a  false 
and  frightful  orthodoxy  would  cast  upon  it?  Have  I  not 
laboured  to  prove  that  God  is  love  ;  and  that  under  the  im- 
^pulse  of  love  he  gave  his  son  ;  and  that,  for  his  own  mercy's 
sake,  and  our  obedience,  and  not  for  the  sake  of  satisfaction 
made  to  him  by  blood,  he  forgives  our  transgressions,  and 
takes  his  returning  children  to  his  embraces  ? 

We  have  been  charged  with  denying  Christ's  sacrifice. 
But  we  deny  nothing  of  the  kind.  We  only  sav  that  its 
object  was  to  redeem  men  from  sin,  and  not  to  satisfy  God's 
justice. 

We  have  been  charged  with  denying  the  Lord  that  bought 
«s.  Now  we  neither  deny  the  Lord  that  bought  us,  nor  do 
we  deny  the  fact  that  he  bought  us.  We  acknowledge  both .; 
and  that  with  joy.  We  simply  deny  the  false  notions  which 
others  hold  respecting  Christ,  and  endeavour  to  bring  them 
to  limit  their  views  of  Christ  and  his  work  by  the  revelations 
which  God  has  granted  to  us. 

He  says  we  reject  God's  word.  We  do  nothing  of  the 
'kind.  We  just  take 'the  same  liberty  that  William  Cooke 
does,  to  judge  for  ourselves  what  is  God's  word  ;  and,  when 
we  have  ascertained  that,  to  judge  for  ourselves  what  God's 
word  means.  My  opponent  rejects  a  dozen  or  a  *score  of 
books  which  by  nine-tenths  of  professing  Christians  are  re- 
ceived as  God's  word.  The  Roman  Catholics,  therefore, 
have  the  same  right  to  charge  him  with  denying  God's  word, 
that  he  has  to  charge  any  other  person  with  so  doing  ;  and 
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surely  if  William  Cooke  can  reject  a  dozen  or  a  score  of 
books  which  are  considered  to  possess  divine  autliority  by 
nearly  the  whole  Christian,  or  professedly  Christian  world, 
what  right  has  he  to  stand  up  and  find  fault  with  another, 
because  he  happens  to  go  a  little  further  than  himself  ? 

Now,  if  one  were  disposed  to  quarrel,  I  might  say  to 
him  that  he  adds  to  God's  word.  For  every  passage  that  I 
reject,  and  which  he  does  not  reject,  he  holds  and  calls  God's 
word,  while  I  believe  it  to  be  no  such  thing.  Thus,  if  we 
were  disposed  to  quarrel,  we  might  quarrel  for  ever.  Every 
time  that  he  says  (and  he  has  said  it  often  enough)  that  I 
am  accursed  because  I  reject  God's  word,  I  might  say,  if  I 
had  the  same  orthodox  spirit,  '^  Not  so  ;  it  is  you  that  are 
accursed,  for  you  add  to  God's  word." 

Another  point  which  I  wish  to  notice  is,  the  conditions  of 
salvation.  This  is  a  subject  of  the  greatest  importance,  and 
I  am  wishful  that  all  who  hear  should  have  correct  or  scrip- 
tural views  on  the  subject.  What  are  the  conditions  of  sal- 
vation then  ?  I  answer,  to  those  who  are  not  favoured  with 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  or  with  the  revelations  of  Christ, 
this  is  the  condition  of  salvation,  **  To  believe  that  God  is,  and 
'  that  he  is  a  rewarder  of  them  that  diligently  seek  him."  If 
a  man  believes  "  that  God  is,  and  that  he  is  a  rewarder  of 
them  that  diligently  seek  him  ;"  and  if,  under  the  influence  of 
that  faith,  he  diligently  seek  God,  he  is  accepted.  Whoever 
fears  God,  and  works  righteousness,  whether  he  has  heard  of 
Moses  and  of  Christ,  or  not,  is  accepted  of  God.  But  what 
are  tlie  conditions  of  salvation  to  us  who  have  the  Christian 
revelation  ?  I  answer,  first,  that  we  believe  in  Christ.  All 
agree  that  we  are  justified  or  saved  by  faith.  I  answer, 
second,  that  we  are  saved  by  faith  "  toiihout  the  works  of  the 
lawy  "  By  the  works  of  the  law  shall  no  flesh  living  be 
justified.**  I  answer,  third,  that  we  are  not  saved  by  faith 
alone,  notwithstanding  ;  for  James  tells  us,  that  faith  alone  is 
dead  ;  will  profit  us  nothing  :  and  he  says  expressly  that  we 
are  justified  by  worke^-^iioi  the  works  of  the  law,  of  course, 
but  still  hy  works,  and  not  by  faith  only.  And  the  apostle 
Paul  tells  us,  that  if  a  man  have  aU  faith,  so  that  he  could 
remove  mountains,  and  have  not  charity,  it  would  profit  him 
nothing.  And  accordingly  he  adds,  now  abideth  faith,  hope, 
charity,  these  three ;  but  the  greatest  of  the  three  is  charity. 
We  therefore  state  that  a  man  is  saved  by  faith  and  works ;  not 
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the  works  of  the  law,  but  the  works  of  the  Gospel :  for  if  a 
man  did  all  the  works  of  the  law,  and  did  not  obey  the  pre- 
cepts of  the  Gospel,  it  would  profit  him  nothing.  And  this 
is  the  doctrine  of  the  whole  New  Testament.  "  Whosoever 
heareth  these  sayings  of  mine,"  saith  Christ,  "  and  doeth 
them,  I  will  liken  him  unto  a  wise  man,  which  built  his 
house  upon  a  rock.  And  every  one  that  heareth  these 
sa}Tngs  of  mine,  and  doeth  them  not,  shall  be  likened  unto  a 
foolish  man,  which  built  his  house  upon  the  sand.'*  It  is 
therefore  by  faith  and  obedience  to  Christ  that  we  are  saved. 

The  next  question  is,  What  is  the  faith  by  which  a  Chris- 
tian is  saved  ?  We  have  shown  that  faith  in  Christ's  blood 
is  only  mentioned  once  in  the  New  Testament ;  and  that  the 
passage  in  which  it  occurs  is  doubtful — is  given  as  doubtful 
by  Griesbach  himself.  We  have  shown,  further,  that  the 
faith  which  is  required  of  man,  under  the  Christian  dispensa- 
tion, is  a  belief  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Messiah,  the 
person  anointed  by  God  to  preach,  and  to  teach,  to  save,  to 
rule,  and  to  bless  mankind.  Every  one,  therefore,  who  be- 
lieves this  has  the  true  New  Testament  faith.    / 

The  next  question  is.  When  does  this  faith  save  us  ? 
I  answer,  when  we  act  according  to  it ;  when  that  faith 
works  by  love  ;  when  it  makes  us  new  creatures ;  when 
it  brings  us  to  keep  the  commandments  of  God.  Every  man, 
therefore,  who  believes  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  has  true  New 
Testament  faith ;  and  every  one  that  has  that  faith,  be  he 
drunkard,  thief,  liar,  or  what  not,  if  he  will  give  up  his  sins, 
and  turn  to  God — if  he  will  surrender  himself  to  Jesus,  to 
obey  God's  will  as  Christ  hath  taught  it,  shall  be  saved  that 
moment  He  needs  no  long-protracted  meeting,  with  a 
thousand  loud  voices  lifted  up  to  persuade  God  to  have 
mercy  upon  him.  It  is  sufficient  that  he  gives  up  his  sins 
and  turns  to  God,  and  asks  for  pardon,  God  will  pardon  him, 
and  he  has  nothing  to  do  but  to  go  on  his  way  obedient  and 
rejoicing.  So  plain  is  the  way  of  salvation,  as  Jesus  taught 
it.  So  different  is  New  Testament  instruction  from  orthodox 
bewilderment  on  this  subject 

I  come,  now,  to  ask  what  is  the  sum  of  practical  religion  ? 
For  I  should  not  feel  easy,  if,  after  seven  nights'  debate,  it 
should  be  found  that  we  had  not  called  attention  to  our  own 
practice,  our  own  business,  and  our  own  great  interests. — 
What,  then,  is  the  sura  of  true  religion  ?     1  answer,  it  is  to 
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Ifeve  God  with  all  our  heartfi,  and  always  to  try  to  please  him  :: 
it  is  to  love  our  neighbours  as  ourselves,  and  to  labour  to  do- 
them  good — to  do  good  unto  all  as  we  have  opportunity. 
This  is  the  simple  religion  of  Christ.  This  was  the  religion 
which  Jesus  Christ  himself  practised.  And  it  was  by  the 
practice  of  this  religion  that  he  obtained  his  Father's  special 
approbation.  It  was  by  fidelity  in  the  practice  of  this  reli- 
gion, as  the  writer  of  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  declares,  that 
he  obtained  such  distinguished  honours  ;  it  was  because  he 
loved  righteousness,  or  henejlcence,  and  hated  iniquity,  that 
God  chose  him  to  be  the  Messiah,  anointed  him,  took  him 
out  from  among  his  fellows,  and  made  him  the  honoured 
instrument  of  instructing,  regenerating,  and  saving  the  world. 
That  was  Christ's  religion.  He  Ipved  his  Father,  and  always 
did  the  thing  that  pleased  him.  It  was  his  meat  and  drink  to^ 
do  his  Father's  will.  He  loved  mankind,  and  he  went  about 
doing  them  good.  He  did  not  go  up  and  down  preaching 
against  and  denouncing  those  who  happened  not  to  hold  correct 
opinions — ^bringing  down  fire  from  heaven  on  those  who  could 
not  exactly  see  so  far  as  himself,  and  sending  poor  Samaritans 
to  hell  because  they  took  only  the  five  books  of  Moses,  while- 
the  Jews  took  the  propheta  as  well.  No  ;  he  went  about 
teaching  people  the  true  Gospel,  not  orthodoxy.  He  exhibited 
the  charity  of  the  Gospel  in  his  own  example.  Doing  good 
was  the  business  of  his  life.  He  did  good  to  all,  always  varying 
his  benefits  as  their  several  circumstances  required.  To  some  he 
gave  food,  to  some  health,  to  some  instruction  ;  and  he  regard- 
ed all  with  goodwill,  he  treated  all  with  kindness.  He  was 
especiallylwishful  to  impart  instruction ;  and  he  laboured  most . 
zealously  and  constantly  to  save  men's  souls.  And  he  had 
no  respect  of  persons.  The  Samaritan  was  as  dear  to  him  as 
the  Jew,  if  he  possessed  a  kind  heart  and  a  pious  disposition,- 
And  he  more  than  once  took  occasion  to  set  forth  Sama- 
ritans, who  had  distinguished  themselves  in  a  striking 
manner  for  their  piety  or  charity,  as  examples  to  the  Jews. 
He  repeatedly  held  forth  Samaritans  as  giving  them  an  ex- 
ample which  they  ought  to  imitate.  He  went  about  doing 
good,  not  only  to  people's  bodies,  but  to  people's  minds. 
And  his  efforts  were  unwearied.  He  exercised  the  utmost 
patience  and  forbearance  towards  his  disciples  ;  and  he  never 
delighted  in  denouncing  judgments.  When  he  did  choose 
to  thunder^ his  thunders  were  directed,  not  against  the  poor,. 
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common  people,  that  could  not  give  up  their  minds  to  be 
governed  by  men's  traditions,  but  against  the  Rabbies,  who 
occupied  the  chief  seats  in  the  chapels,  and  doomed  men 
to  damnation,  because  they  would  not  adopt  their  traditions. 
Such  was  the  religion  of  Christ.  And  if  we  are  religious  after 
Christ's  fashion,  we  may  depend  upon  it  we  shall  be  religious 
indeed,  and  religious  to  good  purpose. 

This  religion  is  God's  own  nature  in  man  ;  and  the  religious 
man  is  God's  own  image  ;  for  God  is  love.  Hence  the  apostle 
says,  "  He  that  dwells  in  love,  dwells  in  God,  and  God  in 
him,  for  God  is  love."  Religious  men  are  partakers  of  the 
divine  nature.  They  are  Christs  in  a  way  ;  and  John  calls 
them  so,  for  he  teaches  that  thev  are  all  God's  anointed  ones. 
They  are  Emmanuels,  too  ;  for  God  is  in  them  :  and  where- 
ever  good  people  are,  there  is  God,  for  God  is  always  with 
them ;  and  when  we  are  good,  God  is  with  us.  Thus  all 
good  men  are  partakers  of  the  divine  nature.  When  the 
spirit  or  disposition  of  Jesus  is  in  them,  they  have  the  spirit 
of  God  within  them.  While  they  live  in  love  ;  while  they 
jespect  the  principles  and  rules  which  Christ's  Gospel  lays 
down,  and  regulate  their  lives  accordingly,  they  are  declared 
by  Christ  to  be  children  of  God,  and  heirs  of  eternal  bles- 
sedness. 

Again  ;  love  to  God,  and  love  to  man,  are  the  sum  and 
substance  of  all  God's  laws  which  have  been  given  to  the 
world  since  the  world  began.  Hearken  what  the  Redeemer 
says, — "Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy 
-heart,  and  with  aU  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy  mind.  This  is 
the  first  and  great  commandment.  And  the  second  is  like 
;Unto  it,  namely,  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself. 
On  these  two  commandments  hang  ALL  the  law  and  the 
PROPHETS."  There  is  nothing  more  in  the  Law  and  the 
Prophets  than  this  ;  or  at  least  nothing  else  but  what  is 
designed  to  promote  this,  to  awaken  and  cherish  in  people 
love  to  God  and  man.  Hear  him  again  :  '*  As  ye  would 
that  men  should  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them  ;  for 
THIS  IS  THE  LAW  AND  THE  PROPHETS."  Love 
to  God  and  love  to  man,  then,— this  simple  kind  of  religion, 
is  the  end  of  all  the  religious  institutions  of  Heaven,  and  of 
all  God's  revelations.  Every  book  that  God  has  written, 
every  oracle  that  God  has  uttered,  has  no  other  object,  than, 
by  enlightening  the  mind,  to  make  people  kind  and  godlik^> 
good  and  holy. 
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Again  ;  the  end  of  all  Christ's  labours,  and  the  object  and 
design  of  Christ's  death,  was  simply  to  redeem  men  from 
iniquity,  to  make  them  zealous  of  good  works,  and  thus 
transform  them  into  the  image  of  God.  Then,  and  then 
only,  are  we  redeemed  by  Christ,  when  we  are  delivered  from 
sin,  and  made  like  God,  like  Christ,  full  of  love  to  all  our 
fellow-men. 

Again  ;  d^  faith  is  just  so  far  u^efvl  to  us  as  it  works  by 
love,  and  improves  the  heart,  and  leads  us  to  keep  God's 
loving  commandments.  This  is  the  end  and  design  of 
faith,  to  produce  charity ;  and  faith  is  of  no  avail  unless  it 
does  produce  charity  :  and  even  when  faith  has  produced 
charity,  the  child  is  worth  more  than  the  parent,  for,  as  the 
apostle  says,  "  Now  abideth  faith,  hope,  charity,  these  three, 
but  the  greatest  of  these  is  charity."  Faith,  knowledge,  all 
are  to  be  subservient  to  charity. 

All  opinions  are.  of  no  worth  except  so  far  as  they  are 
found  to  produce  this  kind  of  religion.  The  views  of  Trini- 
tarians and  anti- Trinitarians,  Catholics  and  Protestants,  Qua- 
kers and  Methodists,  Calvinists  and  Baptists — are  all  of  no 
service  except  so  far  as  they  exercise  a  benevolent  influence 
on  the  heart  and  life,  changing  people  into  God's  image,  and 
leading  them  to  -follow  Christ's  benevolent  example. 

False  opinions  require  to  be  opposed  on  this  ground,  that 
they  are  inimical  to  the  growth  of  charity.  The  only  ground 
on  which  we  can  justify  ourselves  in  spending  our  strength 
to  oppose  such  doctrines  as  the  trinity,  satisfaction  to  justice, 
trusting  for  acceptance  in  the  merits  of  Christ,  natural  depra- 
vity, and  the  endless  mysteries  and  abominations  of  false 
theology,  is,  that  these  false  doctrines  interfere  with  man's 
spiritual  freedom,  with  the  growth  of  knowledge  and  holy 
affections,  with  the  development  of  God's  image  within  the 
soul.  They  have  a  tendency  to  enslave  people,  to  torment 
them,  to  bewilder  them,  to  make  them  ill  tempered,  dissatis- 
fied with  themselves  and  with  every  body  else  ;  they  have  a 
tendency  to  corrupt,  to  pervert,  and  almost  to  destroy  men's 
nature.  And  as  these  false  doctrines  have  such  a  tendency 
to  corrupt  the  soul,  and  to  make  men  bitter,  intolerant,  slan- 
derous, malignant,  murderous,  we  are  bound  by  charity  itself 
to  seek  their  utter  overthrow.  Those  doctrines  ought  to  be 
opposed  as  among  men's  greatest  enemies,  because  they  are 
enemies  to  the  growth  and  prevalence  of  charity,  of  true 


355 

Christianity.  And  as  a  friend  to  my  opponent, — ^who  I  fear 
does  not  act  very  much  as  a  friend  towards  me, — I  would 
gladly  get  him  to  commit  the  same  fault  that  he  blames  so 
terribly  in  me  ;  viz.,  to  make  such  good  use  of  the  next 
twelve  years,  as  to  change  as  much  in  his  opinions  on  these 
subjects,  as  I  have  done  in  the  twelve  years  that  are  past. 
(Laughter,  hissing,  and  applause.) 

This  kind  of  religion,  this  ardent  and  devoted  love  to  man 
is  the  grand  proof  of  our  discipleship.  "  By  this,"  says  Christ, 
*'  shall  all  men  know  that  ye  are  my  disciples,  if  ye  have  love 
one  to  another."  **  Hereby,  we  know,"  says  John,  "that 
we  have  passed  from  death  unto  life,  because  we" — trust  in 
Christ's  merits,  is  it  ?  No  :  but — "  because  we  love  the 
brethren,'''' 

Love  and  doing  good  is  the  condition  of  eternal  life. 
"  They  that  have  done  good,"  saith  Christ,  "  shall  rise  to  the 
resurrection  of  eternal  life  ;  and  they  that  have  done  evil  to 
the  resurrection  of  damnation."  "  When  the  Son  of  man 
shall  come  in  his  glory,  and  all  the  holy  angels  with  him, 
then  shall  he  sit  upon  the  throne  of  his  glory :  and  before 
him  shall  be  gathered  all  nations  ;  and  he  shall  separate  them 
one  from  another,  as  a  shepherd  separates  his  sheep  from  the 
goats  ;  and  he  shall  set  the  sheep  on  his  rigKt  hand,  but  the 
goats  on  the  left.  Then  shall  the  king  say  unto  them  on  his 
right  hand.  Come,  ye  blessed  of  my  Father,  inherit  the  king- 
dom prepared  for  you  from  the  foundation  of  the  world  :  for 
I  was  hungry,  and  ye  gave  me  meat :  I  was  thirsty,  and  ye 
gave  me  drink :  I  was  a  stranger,  and  ye  took  me  in  : 
naked,  and  ye  clothed  me  :  I  was  in  prison,  and  ye  came 
unto  me.  Then  shall  the  righteous  answer  him,  saying, 
Lord,  when  saw  we  thee  hungry  and  fed  thee,  or  thirsty  and 
gave  thee  drink,  and  so  on.  And  Jesus  shall  answer.  Inas- 
much as  ye  have  done  it  unto  one  of  the  least  of  these  my 
brethren,  ye  have  done  it  unto  me."  It  was  because  they 
exhibited  a  loving  heart,  because  they  were  charitable  and 
benevolent  to  all  their  brethren,  that  they  were  approved  and 
welcomed  into  heaven  ;  while  those  of  a  contrary,  or  uncha- 
ritable disposition,  are  sent  to  punishment. 

This  has  always  been  true  religion.  To  love  our  fellow- 
men,  to  do  men  good, — to  do  justly,  to  love  mercy,  and  to 
walk  humbly  with  our  God,  was  the  religion  enjoined  on  the 
patriarchs,  and  on  the  ancient  Jews.     To  inculcate  this  reli- 
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gion  has  been  the  object  of  all  God's  dispensations  from  the 
beginning  of  the  world  to  the  present  time. 

Debates  are  of  no  use,  but  as  they  tend  to  promote  this 
kind  of  religion. 

This  debate  will  be  so  far  useful,  as  it  tends  to  let  folks, 
see  that  there  is  no  end  to  men*s  wranglings  about  orthodox 
mysteries,  and  the  inventions  of  men  ;  that  the  whole  of  true 
religion  and  man's  welfare  are  summed  up  in  love  to  God 
and  in  love  to  mankind  ;  that  to  believe  in  Jesus  as  the  Mes> 
siah,  as  God's  Son,  and  to  place  ourselves  in  hearty  submis- 
sion to  Christ's  instruction  and  authority,  that  we  may  learn 
and  do  God's  will,  is  every  thing.  And  unless  this  debate 
answer  these  purposes,  it  is  time  and  labour  lost.  I  have 
done  my  best  to  make  it  answer  them.  I  trust  you  will  aU 
ponder  what  you  now  hear — that  you  will  compare  it  with 
the  Scriptures — and  then  judge  whether  the  whole  end  of 
the  Bible  is  not,  as  we  have  said,  to  make  people  good  in 
their  hearts,  and  good,  and  holy,  and  God-like  in  their  lives, 
^nd  I  shall  be  satisfied.  Let  men  attend  to  this,  and  make 
it  their  whole  object  to  he  good  and  do  good,  and  they  will 
be  saved  indeed.  Let  us  attend  to  this,  and  we  shall  continu- 
ally grow  wiser,  and  better,  more  free,  and  more  God- like ;  and 
we  shall  grow  more  useful,  and  more  happy  too.  This  simple 
religion  is  man's  all ;  it  is  man's  glory, — ^it  is  man's  perfec- 
tion,— it  is  man's  safety, — ^it  is  man's  happiness, — ^it  is  man'-a 
heaven. 

I  was  about  to  notice  a  little  at  large  the  subject  of  natural 
depravity,  but  time  is  passing.  I  will,  however,  notice  briefly 
five  or  six  particulars. 

1 .  It  is  sometimes  asked,  if  man  is  not  naturally  depraved, 
where  does  sin  come  from  ?  I  answer,  if  Adam  was  not 
naturally  depraved,  where  did  his  sin  come  from  1  If  angels 
were  not  naturally  depraved,  where  did  their  sin  come  from  ? 
And  if  Christians,  those  who  are  created  anew,  are  not  still 
depraved,  where  do  their  sins  come  from  1  I  would  answer 
as  John  Wesley  answered,  and  as  any  man  of  sense  would 
.  answer  ;  man  is  capable  of  sin,  because  he  is  made  in  the 
image  of  God,  or  in  other  words,  made  a  free  agent.  Man 
was  put  upon  his  tiial,  and  thus  made  capable  of  godlike 
virtue.  Man  could  not  be  made  free  and  capable  of  virtue, 
without  being  so  made  that  it  should  be  possible  for  man  to 
..sin.     Destroy  man's  freedom,  and  man's  sin  will  be  pre- 
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vented  of  course,  but  his  capacity  of  virtue  will  be  destroyed^ 
also. 

2.  I  ask,  if  aU  sin  be  the  necessary,  the  unavoidable  re- 
sult of  natural  depravity,  and  if  that  natural  depravity  comes 
with  us  into  the  world — if  it  be  part  of  our  nature  when  we 
are  made,  who  is  to  blame  for  our  sin  ?  I  am  not  to  blame 
for  any  sin  which  I  could  not  help.  I  am  to  blame  for 
nothing  that  is  bad,  but  what  I  myself  could  have  avoided, 
and  no  man  is  to  be  condemned  for  doing  anything  but  that 
which  he  could  have  neglected  to  do.  The  doctrine  that  all 
sin  is  the  necessary  result  of  man's  nature,  throws  the  blame  • 
of  all  transgression  upon  God.  If  I  am  bom  with  a  bad 
nature,  it  is  my  Maker's  fault,  not  mine.  God  made  me,  as 
well  as  he  made  Adam.  Thus  I  am  commanded  to  remem> 
ber  my  Creator,  my  Maker.  /  was  as  truly  made  by  God 
as  Adam  and  Eve  were.  And  if  I  was  made  with  a  bad^ 
nature,  it  is  not  my  fault.  But  if  I  was  not  made  with  a  bad 
nature,  but  with  a  good  nature — ^if  I  was,  like  every  thing  else ' 
that  God  makes,  made  just  right, — and  if  I  go  wrong  after 
that,  it  is  my  own  fault,  and  not  my  Maker's.  In  truth,  every 
man  that  is  made,  is  made  in  the  image  of  God.  God  is 
love  ;  and  love  is  the  very  essence  of  every  child  born  into 
the  world  ;  not  love  in  perfections  but  still  7ot;e,  love  in  the 
germ.  And  if  this  germ  be  cultivated,  it  grows  and  spreads, 
until  man  becomes  the  bright  image  of  his  Maker — ^the  image 
of  the  God  of  love  himself. 

3.  c7ed2^  was  born  in  God's  image  ;  and  yet  he  was  made 
in  all  points  like  unto  his  hrethren, 

4.  To  say  that  any  man  could  be  made  by  God  with  a. bad 
nature,  is  not  only  false  and  unfounded,  bat  is   hlaspJiemy  - 
against  God. 

5.  But  are  we  not  naturally  prone  to  evil  ?  it  is  asked.. 
We  answer.  Yes  ;  and  to  good  also.  God  has  made  us  of 
flesh  and  spirit,  and  placed  us  in  a  condition  of  trial,  as  he 
did  Adam  and  Eve.  There  was  a  natural  proneness  in  Eve 
to  desire  the  pleasantrlooking  fruit,  and  she  took  it,  and  we 
have  seen  the  effects.  There  is  a  similar  proneness  in  us. 
We  naturally  desire  pleasure,  and  pleasure  is  frequently  joined 
with  sin,  hence  the  temptation  to  choose  sin.  But  we  may 
also  choose  that  which  is  good  and  godlike  ;  and  we  are 
urged  to  do  so  by  God,  and  warned  not  to  sin.  We  are 
flesh  and  spirit.     The  flesh  is  God's  creature  as  well  as  the. 
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spirit,  yet  they  frequently  draw  contrary  ways.  The  flesh 
and  the  spirit  are  left  to  contend  against  each  other,  in  order 
that  man  may  be  tried,  and  so  be  capable  of  virtue  ;  for  if 
there  were  no  trial,  there  would  be  no  virtue,  no  moral  or 
religious  worth,  or  worthiness.  And  it  is  thus  that  God  has 
provided  for  the  possibility  ot  virtue,  and  for  our  gradual  and 
constant  approximation  towards  himself  in  goodness  ; — it  is 
thus  that  he  has  made  it  possible  for  us  to  reach  a  height  of 
spiritual  excellence  and  blessedness  which  we  could  not 
otherwise  have  reached,  and  obtain  a  degree  of  glory  we 
could  not  otherwise  have  shared.  Thus  God  is  right  in  all 
his  works ;  and  in  making  us,  as  well  as  in  redeeming  us, 
he  is  found  to  act  as  our  father  and  our  tiiend. 

I  w^ish  to  present  religion  to  you  in  its  native  beauty, 
as  it  came  from  the  hands  of  its  great  and  good  author. 
Apart  from  man's  inventions — ^free  from  the  absurdities  of 
false  theology,  it  is  the  loveliest  thing  in  the  universe.  But, 
•  mixed'  with  men's  dreams— corrupted  by  men's  traditions 
and  inventions,  it  becomes  one  of  the  most  hideous,  and 
frightful,  and  unsightly  things  that  man's  eyes  can  gaze  upon. 
The  religion  of  Christ,  as  he  taught  it,  is  a  beautiful  and  a 
glorious  creation  j  as  lovely  and  pure  as  God  himself.  Bat 
religion,  as  it  has  been  marred  and  remodelled — as  it  has 
been  corrupted  and  perverted  by  (I  will  say)  hireling  priests — 
(hissing  and  applause) — religion  as  it  has  been  corrupted 
and  perverted  by  people  whose  interest  it  was  to  keep  per- 
sons in  the  dark,  that  they  might  always  have  them  depen- 
dent upon  them— (loud  hissing,  answered  by  applause  not 
less  boisterous.) 

Mr.  Gilmore  .  — Why,  gentlemen,  one  would  really  sup- 
pose you  were  all  priests.     (Laughter.) 

Mr.  Barker  : — f  say  religion,  as  it  has  been  corrupted 
and  perverted  by  people  who  choose  to  teach  things  they 
ought  not,  for  filthy  lucre's  sake,  (hissing),  is  neither  worthy 
of  that  God  from  whom  it  originally  came,  nor  adapted  to 
promote  the  improvement  and  happiness  o£  those  men  for 
whom  it  was  originally  given.  My  whole  object,  during  this 
discussion,  has  been  to  separate  the  religion  of  heaven  from 
man's  inventions  and  additions  ;  to  present  it  to  you  in  the 
same  form  in  which  Jesus  exhibited  it,  that  you  might  fall  in 
love  with  it,  that  you  might  prize  it  in  your  hearts,  that  it 
might  purify  and  elevate  your  affections,  that  you  might  make 
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it  the  guide  of  your  lives,  and  the  consolation  of  your  gouls  ; 
that  you  might  prove  it  to  be  your  support  in  death,  and  a 
source  of  infinite  blessedness  throughout  eternity. 

That  is  my  wish  ;  and  it  is  the  worst  wish  I  have  to  my 
opponent — to  my  greatest  enemy  upon  earth.  And  with 
this  good  wish,  that  you  may  all  know  the  truth  as  Jesus 
taught  it,  love  it  as  it  deserves,  and  obey  it  as  it  requires,  I 
wish  you  good  bye  till  next  week.     (Much  applause.) 


EIGHTH  NIGHT. 

TUESDAY,  SEPEMBER  2,  1845. 

The  preliminary  proceedings  this  evening  were  of  the  usual 
character.  Both  the  disputants  were  received  with  applause, — 
Mr.  Cooke  at  several  rounds.    At  seven  o'clock, 

Mb.  Grant  rose  and  said  : — Christian  Friends, — I  once  more 
have  the  pleasure  to  introduce  Mr.  Cooke  to  your  notice  ;  and 
In  doing  so,  have  only  again  to  impress  upon  your  own  minds 
the  result  of  your  own  observation  and  experience,  that  quiet- 
ness on  all  sides  will  be  most  conducive  to  vour  own  com- 
fort, and  give  you  the  best  opportunity  of  both  seeing  and 
hearing  what  is  going  forward.  Let  me  therefore  entreat  you 
to  be  sUent  and  peaceable,  and  to  give  no  interruption  to  either 
party. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — Mr.  Chairman :  and  Christian  Friends, — ^Mr. 
Barker,  in  his  last  address,  imputed  to  me  sentiments  which  I 
feel  it  to  be  a  public  duty  solemnly  and  most  earnestly  to  dis- 
claim. H^  stated  that  I  rejected  some  parts  of  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures. I  feel  bound  to  repel  that  statement  with  all  the  deci- 
sion, and  I  may  say,  with  all  the  indignation,  too,  which  my 
nature  is  capable  of  feeling.  I  receive  the  tohole  Scriptures  as 
the  word  of  God.  It  is  true  that  I  endeavour  to  employ  a  can- 
did and  an  enlightened  criticism  to  understand  "  what  is  the 
mind  of  the  Spirit :"  but  in  reference  to  the  whole  Scriptures^  I 
hold  that  they  have  "  God  for  their  author,  Salvation  for 
their  end,  and  Truth,  without  any  mixture  of  error,  for  their 
matter." 

In  reference  to  the  Scriptures,  too,  Mr.  Barker  sought  to  pro- 
duce the  impression  that  there  is  but  a  shade  of  difference  be- 
twixt his  sentiments  and  my  own.  It  becomes  a  public  duty 
in  me  to  declare  this  to  be  an  untruth  also.  The  difference  be- 
twixt our  sentiments  on  the  Scriptures,  as  well  as  on  most 
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other  religiouB  subjects,  is  almost  as  great  as  possible.  I  have 
no  wish  to  misrepreseat  Mr.  Barker's  sentiments  ;  but  with  the 
following  declarations  in  his  writings  I  have  no  sympathy  at 
all: — 

In  the  29th  number  of  the  Christian,  I  find  the  following 
statement : — **  It  is  also  true,  that  many  books  that  are  not  in  the 
Protestant  Old  Testament,  but  which  are  in  the  Old  Testaments 
of  the  Roman  Catholics,  are  thus  divinely  inspired,  and  may 
profitably  be  used  in  instructing,  reproving,  and  correcting  raen, 
and  in  training  them  to  righteousness.  The  same  is  true  of  the 
writings  of  what  is  called  the  New  Testament.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  but  that  the  greater  part,  if  not  almost  the  whole  of 
those  writings,  were  tne  works  of  truthful,  holy,  godly  per- 
sons ;  nor  can  there  be  a  doubt  as  to  the  general  tendency  of 
those  wf  itings  to  promote  the  spread  of  truth  and  righteous- 
ness^ among  mankind.  The  same  may  be  said  of  some  of  the 
writings  of  what  are  called  the  Fathers,  and  of  many  of  the 
works  of  others  that  have  lived  in  later  times,  or  that  are 
living  now.  Those  writings  are  not  perfect.  There  is  not  a 
perfect  writing  in  the  universe,  perhaps,  of  any  size,  whether 
original  or  translated  ;  and  we  have  no  good  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  there  ever  was  such  a  writing.  Still,  there  are  mul- 
titudes of  writings  written  by  inspiration  of  Grod,  or  coming 
from  that  light  and  love  within  the  souls  of  the  writers,  which 
are  the  life  of  God,  or  God  himself,  in  man.  And  multitudes 
of  such  writings  have  perished  from  the  earth.  And  multi- 
tudes more  of  such  writings  may  perish.  And  still  greater 
multitudes  of  writings  thus  inspired  will  be  produced  in  times 
to  come.  And  through  their  influence,  light  and  love  will  be 
diffused  still  more  and  more  amons;  the  sons  of  men,  till  the 
knowledge  of  the  Lord  shall  cover  the  earth  as  the  waters  cover 
the  great  deep.    The  notion  that  the  Bible,  the  whole  Bible, 

and  nothing  but  the  Bible  is  the  word  of  Grod,  is  not  true 

I  regard  the  Gospels  and  the  Acts  as  records  of  the  life  and 
doctrine  of  the  most  remarkable  of  our  race,  and  as  a  record  of 
the  commencement  of  the  most  interesting  and  important  re- 
volution which  God  has  ever  undertaken  to  accomplish  among 
the  children  of  men.  I  regard  Jesus,  whose  character  and 
doctrines  are  therein  portrayed,  as  a  great,  good  man,  and 
proved  to  be  beloved  of  God  both  by  wonderful  powers  granted 
to  him  during  his  life,  and  by  his  resurrection  from  the  dead. 
I  regard  them  as  giving*to.  me  a  clear  and  certain  revdation 
both  of  what  kind  of  character  is  most  pleasing  to  God,  and 
of  what  kind  of  principles  are  calculated  to  produce  such  a 
character,  as  well  as  of  what  kind  of  treatment  such  a  cha- 
racter may  look  for  from  the  world,  and  of  what  kind  of  recom- 
pense he  mav  look  for  from  God.  I  regard  most  of  the  other 
'Writings  of  tne  New  Testament  as  records  of  the  effects  pro- 
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duced  on  the  prejudiced  and  cai-nal  minds  of  difiPerent  persons 
who  received  Christ's  doctrine,  and  honestly  endeavoured  to 
understand,  to  practise,  and  to  preach  it.  I  regard  them  also 
in  other  interesting  lights,  and  I  consider  them,  in  many  re- 
spects, or  on  many  accounts,  as  the  most  interesting  and  valu- 
able of  all  the  writings  in  existence.  Still,  I  regard  none  of 
them  as  perfect.  I  regard  none  of  them  as  wholly  divine.  I 
do  not  believe  that  they  ever  were  perfect ;  and  I  am  thoroughly 
assured  they  are  not  perfect  now.'* 

I  have  given  this  quotation  much  more  lengthily  than  was 
necessary,  in  order  to  avoid  the  appearance  of  any  thing  ai>  all 
like  misrepresentation.  In  the  6th  number  of  the  Christian  I 
find  the  following  sentiment : — "  God  never  designed  that  our 
rule,  or  law,  or  master,  should  be  outside  us ;  he  intended 
that  the  light  which  each  of  us  should  follow,  should  be  with- 
in. The  Scriptures  were  designed  to  be  the  means  of  increas- 
ing the  light  within,  and  not  to  be  a  rule  or  law  outside. 
And  gifted  men  were  designed,  not  to  Jt>e  lords,  or  masters,  or 
judges  ;  but  instructors  and  helpers  only.  Neither  apostles, 
nor  prophets,  nor  pastors,  have  authority  to  rule  eitner  our 
faith  or  our  consciences  ;  their  commission  is  to  assist  us  in 
acquiring  light  that  we  may  the  more  wisely  rule  ourselves.'* 
To  which  sentiment  I  decidedly  object ;  and  maintain  that 
the  writings  of  apostles ^  and  prophets  have  authority  to  rule 
both  our  faith  and  our  conscience,  for  they  were  penned  by 
the  Holy  Ghost.  In  an  account  which  Mr.  Barker  published 
of  his  tour  to  London,  and  his  visit  to  several  churches  in  that 
metropolis,  I  find  the  following  statement.  Speaking  of  a* 
certain  denomination,  he  aays, — "They  regard  th^  doctrine 
and  example  of  the  apostles  as  of  etjuai  or  similar  authority 
with  the  doctrine  and  example  of  Christ ;  some  of  us  do  not. 
On  the  contrary,  we  are  inclined  to  believe  that,  on  matters 
of  doctrine  and  church  government,  the  doctrine  and  example 
of  the  apostles  are  of  no  authority  at  all,  except  so  far  as  they 
are  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  Christ." 

Now  these  statements,  which,  in  my  view,  appear  to  re- 
duce inspiration  to  common  sense, — which,  ^with  regard  to 
infallibility,  place  the  writings  of  ordinary  ineli  on  a  par  with 
the  writings  of  the  apostles  and  prophets, — which  suppose  a 
contradiction  to  exist  between  the  teachings  of  the  Epistles  and 
the  Gospels,  between  the  doctrine  taught  bv  Christ,  and  the 
doctrine  taught  by  the  apostles, — and  which  tell  us  that  nei- 
ther prophets  nor  apostles  have  authority  to  rule  either  our 
faith  or  our  consciences, — these  statements  are  as  opposed  to  my 
sentiments  as  falsehood  is  to  truth,  as  the  hour  of  midnight 
is  to  noon-day.  I  have  no  symimthy  with  them.  I  regard 
them  as  most  fatal  and  pcrniuious  errors.  It  was  therefore 
ungenerous  and  untrue  in  IMr.  Barker  to  represent  that  my 
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belief  in  the  Holy  Sci-iptures  approaches  to  his  own  sentiments 
on  that  subject.  If  I  nave  misunderstood/  Mr.  Barker's  senti- 
ments, I  shall  be  glad  to  be  set  right ;  or  if  he  now  renounces 
them,  I  shall  rejoice  to  hear  his  recantation.     (Laughter.) 

Mr.  Barker  expressed  a  wish  that  I  might  make  as  many 
changes  within  the  next  twelve  years,  as  he  has  made  during 
the  last  twelve  years.  I  will  not  say  that  such  a  wish  arises 
from  a  malignant  temper ;  but  I  am  sure  it  is  the  worst  wish 
that  Mr.  Barker  ever  uttered  for  me,  and  the  worst  he  can 
utter  for  any  human  being.  Better  far  that  my  tongue  should 
rest  in  everlasting  silence — better  that  the  cold  grave  should 
speedily  receive  all  that  is  mortal  of  me,  than  that  I  should 
ever  follow  such  a  career.  The  wish  of  Paul  for  Timothy 
was  noi  that  he  might  be  perpetually  changing — continually 
fluctuating  in  his  religious  sentiments,  but  that  he  might  con- 
tinue in  the  things  which  he  had  learned,  knowing  of  whom 
he  had  learned  them  ;  and  that  he  might  abide  by  the  Holy 
Scriptures.  The  advice  of  Paul  to  the  Thessalonians  was  not 
that  they  might  be  varying  with  every  wind  of  doctrine,  but 
that  they  might,  while  proving  all  things,  "hold  fast  that 
which  is  good."  And  the  advice  of  the  wisest  man  is,  that 
we  should  "  not  meddle  with  them  that  are  given  to  change, 
for  their  calamity  shall  arise  suddenly,  and  who  knoweth  the 
end  of  them  both  ?"  Mr.  Barker  should  have  known  that  the 
chief  and  most  prominent  characteristic  of  those  who  have 
erred  from  the  faith  is  that  very  habit  of  mind  which  he  wishes 
me  to  adopt — that  of  perpetually  changing.  Hence  such  are 
called  "  unstable  souls,"  "  clouds  without  water,"  like  the 
unsettled  and  tumultuous  waves,  "  driven  to  and  fro  with 
every  wind  of  doctrine  ;"  "  ever  learning,  but  never  able  to 
come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth."  While  on  the  other 
haiid,  the  description  of  the  Christian  is,  that  "  he  holds  fast 
the  form  of  sound  words" — that  "  he  holds  fast  the  profession 
of  his  faith,  steadfast,  without  wavering" — ^that  "  he  is  rooted, 
grounded,  settled  in  the  faith" — ^that  "  he  is  steadfast  and  un- 
moveable — and  that  he  keeps  the  faith  until  death." 

But  suppose  I  did  change,  as  Mr.  Barker  wishes  me, — sup- 
pose I  did  forsake  the  steady  pole-star  of  truth,  and  follow  an 
iijnis  fattiSy  leading  me  into  bogs  and  quagmires  of  error — 
suppose  I  did  fluctuate  in  my  sentiments,  and  call  east,  west ; 
and  west,  east ;  and  north,  south  ;  and  south,  north, — suppose 
that  I  did  abandon  the  realities  of  noon-day,  and  give  myself 
up  to  the  fictions  and  the  visions  of  midnight  imaginations — 
suppose  I  did  designate  that  to  be  true  now,  whicn,  a  short 
time  ago,  I  held  to  be  contradictory  to  the  plainest  teachings 
of  Scripture — suppose  I  did  deny  doctrines  noWf  which  a  while 
a-40,  I  said  the  Scriptures  so  plainly  taught  that  no  ingenuity 
of  man  could  explain  them  away.    To  what  purpose  ?    People 
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would  know  that  what  was  so  clear  and  bright  in  the  Scrip- 
tui-es  a  few  years  ago,  could  not  be  obscure  now ;  that  a  doc- 
'  trine  true  a  few  years  ago  was  equally  true  now.  Suppose  I 
.  did  revolutionize  all  my  religious  sentiments,  and  tell  the  world 
that  I  have  changed,  and  am  changing,  and  shall  still  change, 
and  that  it  was  impossible  to  conjecture  what  I  might  be  in  the 
end.  What  then  ?  People  would  know  that  the  Bible  did  not 
change  in  accommodation  to  my  fluctuations  :  and  they  might 
retort  upon  mc,  as  I  might  reply  to  Mr.  Barker,  "  Why,  man, 
the  Bible  must  become  like  an  almanack  to  be  suited  to  your 
views  ;  adapted  only  to  one  season  ;  and  a  new  one  would  be  ' 
required  every  year."  Men  may  change,  but  the  word  of  the 
Lord  abideth  for  ever  :  and  my  wish  is  not  to  wander  from  it, 
but  to  stand  firm  upon  the  everlasting  rock,  and  change  not, 
except  in  holiness  and  love,  until  I  am  exalted  to  that  bright 
world  where  change  is  impossible,  and  where  we  shall  be  for 
ever  with  the  Lord.  •  And  the  worst  wish  I  wish  Mr.  Barker 
is,  that  he  may  go  back  to  the  right  path — and  then  stand  firm 
by  the  faith  until  his  days  are  finished,  and  his  spirit  is  raised 
to  heaven. 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  notice  some  of  Mr.  Barker's  objec- 
tions alleged  against  the  Atonement. 

I  quoted  passages  from  John  xiv.,  xv.,  and  xvi.,  where 
Christ  commands  his  disciples  to  pray  in  his  name,  I  under- 
stood my  opponent  to  say,  in  reply,  Christ  meant  that  the  dis- 
ciples must  call  themselves  by  his  name,  and  that  whatever 
they  did  must  be  done  under  his  autliority.  A  mere  evasion 
of  the  truth.  There  is,  in  those  passages,  no  allusion  either  to. 
their  calling  themselves  by  his  name,  or  doing  any  thing  on 
his  authority.  The  duty  enjoined  is  prayer,  asking  God  for 
blessings  ;  and  this  prayer  is  to  be  offered  to  the  Father  in  the 
name  of  the  Son. 

Now  this  fact  is  to  be  viewed  in  connection  with  the  fact 
that  every  blessing  of  salvation  is  said  to  be  bestowed  through 
Jesus  Christ,  and  through  him  only  ;  "for  there  is  none  other 
name  under  heaven  whereby  we  can  be  saved."  "No  man  Com- 
eth unto  the  Father  but  by  him.^^  There  must,  therefore,  be  an 
efficacy  in  his  name  ;  and  here  is  the  ground  why  it  must  be 
used  in  prayer.  The  atonement  explains  this.  Christ  died  for 
us  and  intercedes  for  us.  We  are  therefore  to  plead  his  blessed 
name,  in  all  our  supplications.  A  man  may  pray  in  his  own 
name  until  his  tongue  cleave  to  the  roof  of  his  mouth,  but  he 
will  never  receive  :  but  let  him  ask  what  he  will  in  the  name 
of  Jesus,  and  it  shall  be  given  unto  him. 

Mr.  Barker  referred  to  Micah,  vi.,  8, — "Do  justly,  love 
mercy,  and  walk  humbly  with  thy  God."  And  he  observed 
that  there  is  no  atonement  or  satisfaction  here.  This  is  ano- 
ther instance  of  the  sophistry  so  frequently  employed  by  him. 
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in  pitching  tli'3  perceptive  parts  of  Scripture  against  the  doctri- 
nat.  It  is  sufficient  to  reply  that  this  passage?,  und  all  such 
like,  are.  equally  against  his  own  theory  ;  for  ho  insists  upon 
belief  in  the  Messiah  as  ess^'utial  to  salvation,  yet  hei*e  is  no 
mention  either  of  the  Messiah  or  of  faith. 

His  reference  to  the  i»arablc  of  the  Prodigal  is  equally  fatal 
to  himself  ;  for  here  is  no  more  mention  of  faith  in  the  Messiah, 
than  there  is  of  the  atonement.  The  parable,  indeed,  was  not 
designed  to  teach  the  whole  system  of  salvation,  but  to  teach 
us  the  misery  of  sin,  the  necessity  of  repentance,  and  the  com- 
passion of  God  to  all  who  seek  his  mercy. 

His  allusion  to  men's  reception  at  the  day  of  judgment  is 
equally  wide  of  the  mark  ;  for  here  is  no  mention  made  of 
faith  in  the  Messiah.  All  such  one-sided  quotations  serve  but 
to  show  the  weakness  of  his  cause,  a  cause  which  compels  him 
to  have  a  recourse  to  such  measures. 

I  showed  that  Christ  is  our  substitute  in  himself  having  be- 
come a  curse  for  us,  in  order  to  deliver  us  from  the  curse  of 
the  law.  Gal.  iii.  10 — 13.  My  opponent,  in  de8i)ite  of  the 
clearest  evidence,  will  have  it  that  the  allusion  is  to  the  curse 
of  the  ceremonicU  law.  Again,  I  reply  that  the  Gentiles  were 
never  under  that  law  ;  and  therefore  were  not  subject  to  any  of 
its  penalties.  And  again  I  reply  that  the  reference  is  most 
emphatically  and  specially  to  the  curses  pronounced  in  Deut. 
xxvii.,  14 — 25.  I  have  them  all  before  me  ;  but  I  request  the 
audience  to  refer  to  them  at  their  leisure.  They  will  find  that 
twelve  curses  are  pronounced  upon  the  wicked  ;  and  they  all 
have  reference  to  moral  actions,  not  ceremonial  precepts  :  and 
the  catalogue  concludes,  in  the  Soptuagint,  with  the  very  words 
quoted  by  the  apostle, — "  Cursed  be  every  one  that  continueth 
not  in  all  tilings  which  are  "written  in  the  book  of  the  law  to 
do  theih." 

Thus,  then,  Christ  did  die  as  a  substitute — endured  a  curse 
himself,  that  both  Jews  and  Gentiles  might  be  delivered  from 
all  the  curses  or  penalties  of  the  violated  law — endured  death 
upon  the  cross  that  we  might  not  endure  everlasting  death. 

To  invalidate  the  arguments  derived  from  the  connection  ex- 
isting between  the  office  of  the  Jewish  priesthood,  and  the  real 
and  effisctual  priesthood  of  our  blessed  Lord  ;  and  between  the 
victims  under  the  law,  and  the  gi-eat  sacrifice  of  Christ,  my 
opponent  alleges  some  passages  from  Isaiah  i.,  Is.  Ixvi.,  and 
Jeremiah  vii. 

I  reply,  first,  that  sacrifices  were  ordained  of  God  himself ; 
were  made  obligatory  as  religious  duties  ;  and,  as  such,  were 
acceptable  to  God.  There  are  a  thottsand  proofs  of  tliis  in  the 
Bible,  read  the  whole  of  the  Pentateuch, — ^and  any  attempt  to 
set  such  proofs  aside  is  pitiful  in  the  extreme,  and  proclaims 
aloud  tlie  weakness  of  a  cause  which  requires  such  attempts. 
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The  passages  adduced  by  Mr.  Barker  only  show  that  such  cere 
monies  were  not  to  be  made  a  sttbstitute  for  holy  affections  and 
practical  obedience  ; — that  when  the  form  of  religion  is  substi- 
tuted for  the  power,  that  form  becomes  itself  an  abomination 
to  the  Lord.  For  example,  why  was  it  said,  in  Isaiah  Ixvi., 
3, — "  He  that  killeth  an  ox,  as  if  he  slew  a  man  ;  he  that  sac- 
rificeth  a  lamb,  as  if  he  cut  off  a  dog's  neck  ;  he  that  offereth 
an  oblation,  as  if  he  offered  swine's  blood  ;  he  that  burnetii 
incense,  as  if  he  blessed  an  idol."  Why  was  this  uttsted  ?  I 
reply,  as  a  rebuke  to  hypocrisy,  as  the  next  clause  clearly  ex- 
plains : — "  Yea,  they  liave  chosen  their  own  ways,  and  their 
soul  delighteth  in  their  abominations.'* 

Why  does  God  exclaim  against  the  sacrifices  of  the  Jewish 
nation  in  Jeremiah  vii.  ?  Now  you  see  I  keep  to  those  passa- 
ges which  my  opponent  quoted.     Why  does  God  exclaim— 

A  VoicK  :— What  do  you  make  of  the  sin-oflering  ?  ("  Hear, 
hear."     "Order.") 

Mr.  Gilhore  : — ^No  man  who  is  a  friend  to  disorder,  can  be 
a  friend  to  free  discussion.  I  cannot  account  any  individual 
a  friend  to  truth  who  interrupts  this  peaceable  and  quiet 
meeting. 

Mb.  Cooke  : — I  must  repeat  the  statement,  for  the  purpose 
of  preserving  the  connection.  Why  does  God  exclaim  against 
the  sacrifice  of  the  Jewish  nation  in  Jeremiah  vii.  ?  Just  be- 
cause of  the  hypocrisy  of  the  Jewish  people.  Read  the  30th 
and  31st  verees,  and  you  will  soon  see  this  to  be  manifest : — 
"  For  the  children  of  Judah  have  done  evil  in  my  sight,  saith 
the  Lord  :  they  have  set  their  abominations  in  the  house  which 
is  called  by  my  name,  to  pollute  it.  And  they  have  built  the 
high  places  of  Tophet,  which  is  in  the  valley  of  the  son  of  Hin- 
nem,  to  bum  their  sons  and  their  daughters  in  the  fire  ;  which 
I  commanded  them  not,  neither  came  it  into  my  heart." 
Surely  here  is  a  sufficient  cause  for  the  rebuke. 

Why  does  God  denounce  the  sacrifice  of  the  Jews  in  Isaiah, 
1st  chapter?  For  the  same  reason.  He  says,  "Your  hands 
are  full  of  blood."  "  The  faithful  city  had  become  an  harlot ; 
and  righteousness  had  given  place  to  deceit  and  murder."  It 
is  worthy  of  notice  that  in  the  same  passage,  the  same  denunci- 
ation uttered  against  their  sacrifices  is  also  uttered  against  their 
prayers.  "And  when  ye  spread  forth  your  hands,  I  will  hide 
mine  eyes  from  you  :  yea,  when  ye  make  many  prayei-s,  I  will 
not  hear  :  your  hands  are  full  of  blood." 

When  Mr.  Barker  quoted  those  passages,  he  remarked  that 
he  durst  not  give  his  own  views,  because  they  would  be  reject- 
ed ;  and  therefore  he  gave  you  the  language  of  the  prophets 
themselves.  But  he  should  remember  that  it  is  as  great  a  sin 
to  misrepresent  the  meaning  of  the  Scriptures,  though  expressed 
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in  their  own  language,  as  it  is  to  deny  it  in  his  own.     To  pervert 
the  Scriptures  is  as  bad  as  to  reject  tliem. 

When  sacrifices  were  oflFered  to  Grod  with  right  affections, 
tliey  were  always  acceptable.  God  himself  declared  they  were 
a  sweet-smelling  savour,  and  well  pleasing  to  him.  "  Then 
shall  the  Lord  be  pleased  with  the  sacrifices  of  righteousness, 
with  burnt-offering,  and  whole  burnt-offering. '  My  opponent 
says  that  Dr.  Clarke  thinks  that  this  passage  does  not  belong  to 
the  51  st  Psalm.  You  would  no  doubt  imagine,  from  what  Mr. 
Barker  stated,  that  this  passage  was  considered  spurious  by  Dr. 
Clarke.  No  such  thing.  The  Doctor  merely  thought  it  was  a 
separate  Psalm.  But  the  Doctor  is  wrong  in  this  notion.  The 
passage  is  in  the  Hebrew  Bible  as  it  stands  in  our^.  It  is  also 
in  the  Septuagint,  the  Vulgate,  the  Syriac,  the  Chaldee  Para- 
phrases, and  in  all  the  versions.  You  will,  I  am  sure,  receive 
this  information  with  surprise. 

My  opponent  quoted  Psalm  xl.,  6,  where  it  is  written,  **  Sa- 
crifice and  offering  thou  didst  not  desire."  This  passage  is 
connected  with  a  prophecy  of  the  Saviour's  sacrifice.  Let  us 
read  the  whole  : — "  Sacrifice  and  offering  thou  didst  not  desire  : 
mine  ears  hast  thou  opened."  The  opening  df  the  ears  is  a 
metaphorical  expression  for  obedience  ;  and  here  it  has  re- 
ference to  Christ's  obedience.  "  Mine  ears  hast  thou  opened  : 
*burnt-offering,  and  sin-offering  hast  thou  not  required.  Then 
said  I," — ^that  is  Christ — "  Lo,  I  come  :  in  the  volume  of 
the  book  it  is  written  of  me,  I  delight  to  do  thy  will,  O 
my  God  :  yea,  thy  law  is  within  my  heart."  The  phrase, 
*'  Lo,  I  come,"  refers  to  the  blessed  Saviour  ;  and  the  object  of 
his  coming  was  to  fulfil  the  design  of  the  ancient  sacrifice,  by 
offering  up  himself.  And  the  text  is  thus  applied  by  the 
apostle  to  our  Lord.  Hear  the  words  of  the  apostle,  quoting 
this  YQvy  passage.  Heb.  x.,  4 — 10  : — "  For  it  is  not  possible 
that  the  blood  of  bulls  and  of  goats  should  take  away  sins." 
They  were  to  be  merely  types,  for  a  time.  The  efiicacy  did 
not  consist  in  th^m  but  in  the  great  sacrifice  which  they  repre- 
sented ;  and  for  that  reason,  God  did  not  desire  that  they 
should  be  perpetuated,  and  looked  upon  them  with  only  quali- 
fied approbation.  "  Wherefore  when  he  cometh  into  the  world, 
he  saith.  Sacrifice  and  offering  thou  wouldst  not,  but  a  body 
hast  thou  prepared  me :  in  burnt-offerings  and  sacrifices  for 
sin  thou  hast  had  no  pleasure.  Then  said  I,  Lo,  I  come  (in 
the  volume  of  the  book  it  is  written  of  me)  to  do  thy  will,  O 
God.'*  To  accomplish  his  purpose.  "  Above,  when  he  said, 
Sacrifice  and  burnt-offerings  and  offering  for  sin  thou  wouldst 
not,  neither  hadst  pleasure  therein  ;  which  are  offered  by  the 
law  ;  then  said  he,  Lo,  I  come  to  do  thy  will,  O  God.  He 
taketh  away  the  first  that  he  may  establish  the  second."     Ob- 
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serve!  "  He  taketli  away  the  first  that  he  ^nay  establish,  the 
second.*^  "By  the  which  Tf^ll  we  are  sanctified  througli  tjie 
offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ  once  for  all." 

Thus,  then,  when  the  Psalmist  says.  Sacrifices  and  burnt- 
offerings  thou  wouldst  not,  it  is  not  intended  that  God  had 
never  ordained  them,  or  that  God  did  not  approve  of  thein,  biit 
he  would  not  have  them  to  be  perpetually  continued  :  for  the 
Psalmist  was  speaking  in  prophetic  anticipation  of  another 
sacrifice,  infinitely  better,  and  compared  to  which  they  were 
as  nothing.  St.  Paul's  application  of  this  passage  to  Christ 
completely  overturns  my  opponent's  argument,  and  shows,  on 
the  apostle's  authority,  both  the  design  of  the  institution  of  the 
ancient  sacrifices,  their  immediate  reference  to  Christ,  and  the 
true  propitiatory  object  of  the  Redeemer's  death.  Those  victims 
Were  offered  to  God,  as  an  atonement,  typically;  Christ's 
precious  life  was  offered  to  Grod  as  the  real  and  effectual  atone- 
ment for  the  world's  transgressions. 

My  opponent  asks  me  to  explain  what  a  type  is.  I  tell  him, 
here  is  an  illustration  in  the  very  words  of  inspiration.  And 
if  he  require  any  further  information,  I  refer  him  to  the  8th, 
9th,  and  10th  chapters  of  the  same  epistle. 

Mr.  Barker  speaks  of  the  sacrificial  institutions  as  being 
merely  tolerated  by  God,  and  belonging  only  to  a  barbarous 
age.  How  strange,  if  they  were  only  tolerated  by  God,  that 
under  the  Christian  economy  it  should  so  constantly  be  shown 
that  they  had  Christ  for  their  obiect  and  end  !  How  strange, 
if  they  were  only  tolerated,  that  just  in  proportion  to  the  de- 
gree of  light  which  the  apostles  had,  they  should  the  more 
clearly  see  the  r3ference  between  the  type  and  the  anti-type  ! 
How  strange,  if  these  sacrifices  were  only  tolerated,  that  it  was 
when  the  apostles  were  earthly-minded  and  carnal  that  they 
understood  not  the  design  of  the  Mosaic  institutions !  but  it 
was  when  their  views  were  the  most  refined  and  the  most  en- 
larged— it  was  when  they  were  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost  that 
they  spoke  the  most  distinctly  and  emphatically  of  the  refer- 
ence between  the  type  and  the  anti-type.  It  was  under  the 
plenary  inspiration  of  the  Spirit — it  was  when  they  were  most 
nighly  qualified  and  miraculously  gifted  by  God  himself  to  re- 
veal and  expound  his  truth,  and  unfold  the  intention  of  God's 
dispensationsj—it  was  then  that  we  find  them  using  the  very 
terms  which  had  originally  been  employed  under  the  Levitical 
institution  ;  calling  Clirist  our  prosphora,  that  is,  our  Oblation 
or  our  Offering  ;  calling  him  our  Thusia,  that  is,  the  slaught- 
ered Victim  ;  calling  him  our  luiron,  that  is,  our  Ransom ; 
calling  him  our  apolutrOsis,  that  is,  our  Redemption  ;  calling 
him  our  Hilasmos,  that  is,  our  Propitiation  ; — -thus  transfer-* 
ring  from  the  type  the  very  terms  employed  under  that  economy. 
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and  applying  them  to  the  Sanouras  fulfilled,  as  accomplished 
in  him,  as  the  great  victim  for  the  world  s  transgressions. 

My  opponent  still  refers  to  Romans  iii.,  26  ;  and  after  all  the 
proofs  I  have  advanced  to  show  that  the  word  just  means  jtist, 
ne  will  have  it  that  it  means  merciful.  Although  it  is  as  evi- 
dent as  that  two  and  two  make  four,  yet  it  may  be  as  well  to 
show  that,  even  on  his  own  rendering,  the  passage  still  teaches 
the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  atonement,  and  can  have  no  mean- 
ing on  any  other  principle.  Let  us  read  it  with  Mr.  Barker's 
interpretation.  Rom.  iii.,  24 — 26, — "  Being  justified  freely  by 
his  grace  through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Christ  Jesus : 
whom  God  has  set  forth  a  propitiation  through  faith  in  his 
blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  (his  mercy)  for  the  re- 
mission of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  Grod  ; 
to  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time  his  righteousness  (his  mercy)  : 
that  he  might  be  just  (merciful)  and  the  justifier  of  him  which 
believeth  in  Jesus."  It  is  manifest  that  this  is  a  sense  that  the 
passage  will  not  bear.  But  suppose  it  could,  the  doctrine  of 
atonement  is  still  there  ;  for  it  is  maintained  that  God  could 
not  be  merciful  to  the  sinner,  nor  exercise  that  mercy  to  him, 
without  the  propitiatory  sskcrifice  of  Christ.  So  then,  after  all, 
there  toas  a  barrier  to  man's  salvation ;  and  that  barrier  must 
exist  in  the  Divine  Government :  for  the  sacrifice  was  offered 
to  God,  and  not  to  fnan.  It  follows,  then,  that  the  atonement 
is  irresistibly  maintained  in  this  passage, — adopt  which  inter- 

gretation  you  please.  At  the  same  time,  I  will  not  yield  Mr. 
barker's  interpretation  to  be  correct,  for  it  is  a  palpable  viola- 
tion of  the  critical  construction  and  common  sense  meaning  of 
the  passage. 

My  opponent  strove  to  make  the  impression  that  the  words, 
dia  tt^s  pisteoSy  through  faithy  were  not  genuine  ;  and  he  quoted 
the  authority  of  Griesbach.  I  can  scarcely  divest  myself  of 
the  impression  that  he  knew  better.  Now,  how  stands  the 
easel  Are  the  words  in  the  received  text?  Yes?  In  the 
Vulgate?  Yes.  In  the  Syriac?  Yes.  In  the  Ethiopic? — 
Yes.  In  the  Arabic  ?  Yes  ?  In  Griesbach  ?  Yes.  And  the 
words  are  marked  by  Griesbach  as  genuine,  in  his  judgment. 
Schulz  examined  about  three  hundred  additional  manuscripts, 
beyond  what  his  predecessors  had  done  ;  and  he  has  left  the 
words  undisputed.  If  Mr.  Barker  desires  his  cause  to  succeed, 
he  should  not  have  recourse  to  such  flimsy  pretexts  or  eva- 
sions. 

My  opponent  admits  that  Christ  died  for  us  in  some  sense 
as  a  substittUe  ;  but  seeks  to  neutralize  the  admission  by  stating 
that  we  are  to  lay  down  our  lives  for  the  brethren.  True  ;  but 
never  is  the  laying  down  of  our  lives  for  the  brethren  spoken 
of  as  a  ^^  propitiation^^  for  sin.    Never  is  it  said  that  the  blood 
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of  Paul,  or  of  Stephen,  or  of  James,  or  of  Peter,  or  the  blood 
of  a  myriad  of  martyrs,  could  cleanse  us  from  sin.  If  he  wish 
to  make  tliese  cases  parallel  to  Christ,  let  him  show  that  the 
Scriptures  assign  the  same  efficacy  to  one  as  the  other,  and 
then  his  point  will  be  established,  but  never  till  then. 

My  opponent  admits  that  Christ  ^^  bears  our  sins  ;^^  but 
neutralizes  that  admission,  by  contending  that  he  bears  our 
sins  away,  by  curing  them  ;  just  as  he  bore  away  bodily  dis- 
eases. It  is  true  that  Christ  is  a  physician  to  heal ;  but  he  is 
equally  our  High  Priest,  Now,  it  was  not  the  office  of  the 
Jewish  High  Priest  to  heal,  but  atone,  by  the  sacrifice  of  life. 
The  way  in  which  Christ  bears  away  our  sins  cannot  be  mis- 
taken, if  we  look  at  the  manner  in  which  the  tpyical  victims 
bore  away  the  sins  of  the  guilty.  How  did  the  scape-goat  bear 
away  sin  ?  By  the  guilt  of  the  culprit  being  ceremoniously 
transferred  to  the  innocent  victim.  The  hands  of  the  High 
Priest  being  laid  upon  the  victim,  the  sins  of  the  people  were 
confessed  over  it,  and  the  animal  was  driven  away  to  a  land 
uninhabited.  Christ  is  the  Lamb  of  Grod  which  taketh  away 
the  sins  of  the  world.  How  did  the  Lamb  bear  away  sin  ?  By 
being  slain  and  offered  in  sacrifices.  So  Christ  was  wounded 
for  our  transgressions  ;  and  he  still  appears  in  the  midst  of  the 
throne  as  a  Lamb  that  had  been  slain.  '^  This  is  so  plain,  that 
no  ingenuity  of  man  can  explain  it  away.^^ 

My  opponent  is  perpetually  confounding  the  reconciliation 
of  God  to  man,  with  the  reconciliation  of  man  to  God  :  but 
both  are  perfectly  distinct  in  their  own  nature,  and  are  brought 
about  by  different  means.  The  reconciliation  of  man  to  God 
is  the  subduing  of  his  natural  enmity — the  enmity  of  the  car- 
nal mind.  But  this  is  the  work  of  regeneration,  wrought  by 
the  Holy  Spirit,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Gospel 
ministry.'  But  the  reconciliation  of  God  to  man  is  not  the 
removing  of  any  enmity  of  disposition  from  the  mind  of  God  ; 
for  sucfi  does  not  exist ;  but  the  removing  of  a  legal  barrier  to 
the  exercise  of  pardon  :  and  this  is  accomplished  by  the  sacri- 
ficial death  of  the*  Saviour.  Hence  the  sacrifice  of  Christ  is 
E resented,  not  to  the  rebel,  but  for  him  ;  not  for  the  sovereign, 
ut  to  him,  against  whom  man  has  rebelled.  Christ  offered 
himself  to  God  for  us  ;  just  as  the  High  Priest  offered  victims 
to  God  to  save  the  life  of  the  transgressor ;  and  just  as  Aaron 
put  on  incense  to  save  the  people  from  death,  so  Christ,  our 
Great  High  Priest,  presented  himself  on  the  altar  of  the  cross, 
and  has  entered  the  holy  place  to  make  intercession  for  us. — 
Since  then,  the  legal  obstacle  is  removed,  afW  God  can  both  be 
just  and  the  justifier  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus,  the  rebel 
is  invited  to  return  to  his  allegiance — ^to  give  up  his  rebellion^ 
— to  be  reconciled  to  Grod — ^to  touch  the  sceptre  of  mercy,  and 
live.     Hence  says  the  apostle—"  Now,  then,  we  are  ambassa- 


f 


I 

I 


370 

dors  for  Christ,  as  though  God  did  beseech  yoa  by  us :  we 
pray  you  in  Christ's  stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God."  But, 
then,  this  embassy  to  man — this  entreaty  to  man  to  be  recon- 
ciled to  God,  is  grounded  upon  the  fact  that  God,  through  the 
hitervention  of  the  Saviour's  death,  is  readv  to  be  reconciled 
to  man.  Hence  the  very  next  verse  states  this  as  the  reason 
and  foundation  of  the  embassy  ;  ^'  For  he  hath  made  him  to 
be  sin  for  us  who  knew  no  sin  ;  that  we  might  be  made  tlie 
righteousness  of  God  in  him."  I  entreat  Mr.  Barker  and  his 
friends  to  weigh  this  argument ;  and  instead  of  taking  the  sug- 
gestions of  carnal  reason,  or  vain  philosophy,  for  their  guide, 
to  receive  in  simplicity  the  declaration  of  God  to  man.  With- 
out this  sacrifice,  there  could  be  no  reconciliation,  and  theire 
could  be  no  remission  of  sin. 

My  opponent  has  frequently  alleged  that  none  are  saved 
except  those  who  forsake  their  sins.  We  need  not,  surely,  be 
reminded  of  this.  We  know  full  well  that  men  are  saved  on 
condition  of  their  repenting  of  sin,  and  believing  in  Christ ; 
but  this  was  stated  at  the  commencement  of  the  discussion. 
God  makes  provision  for  mens'  welfare  in  the  economy  of  Pro- 
vidence ;  but,  then,  men  have  to  employ  their  own  energies  in 
the  use  of  proper  means.  Christ  has  made  provision  for  our 
salvation  ;  but  its  blessings  are  tendered  to  us  on  certain  con- 
ditions— "  repentance  towards  God,  and  faith  towards  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ."  He  is  the  Saviour  of  all  men,  but  especially  of 
them  that  believe.  His  death  has  placed  cUl  men  in  a  salvable 
state,  and  procured  for  all  the  aid  of  the  Holy  Spirit ;  but 
such  only  can  be  actucUly  saved  as  comply  with  Gospel  require- 
ments. Nor  does  this  take  off  from  the  efficacy  of  Christ's 
death,  but  simply  shows  the  way  in  which  that  death  can  be 
made  available  to  man.  Christ  bas  done  that  for  us  which 
we  could  never  have  done  for  ourselves.  He  has  taken  away 
the  legal  barrier  to  our  pardon,  and  made  it  consistent  with 
the  claims  of  God's  law,  and  honourable  to  God's  character, 
to  pardon  sin.  .  The  Lord  is  well-pleased  for  his  righteousness' 
sake^  he  hath  magniiied  the  law  and  made  it  honourable.  But 
this  plan  of  mercy  is  not  to  supersede  man's  obedience,  but  to 
promote  and  secure  it.  The  apostle  has  anticipated  the  objec- 
tion of  Mr.  Barker  ;  and  answers  it.  "  What  then  ?  Do  we 
make  void  the  law  through  faith?  God  forbid.  Yea,  we  esta- 
bibih  the  law."  And  hence  it  is  that  the  Gospel  of  Christ, 
through  the  atonement,  presents  to  man  the  most  powerful 
obligations -to  holiness  and  obedience.  For  while  it  inspires 
coufidencjQ,  it  che!!^s  presumption  ;  while  it  removes  bad  guilt 
from  the  conscience,  it  quickens  and  instructs  the  conscience  ; 
^  while  it  cancels  the  sentence  of  death,  and  the  curse  of  the  law, 
^t  inspires  respect  for  all  the  obligations  and  requirements  of 
iha  law^  and  while  it  exhibits  God  as  a  benevolent  Father,  it 
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presents  him  before  us  also  as  a  righteous  magistrate,  of  un- 
spotted holiness  and  inflexible  justice.  It  draws  our  affection 
towards  him,  but  chastens  it  by  inspiring  humility,  reverence, 
and  awe.  It  speaks  to  the  conscience,  and  says,  Be  holy,  for 
God  is  holy.  It  speaks  to  the  affections,  and  says.  Be  loving^, 
for  Grod  is  love.  It  thus  lays  the  true  and  only  foundation  for 
obedience ;  and  inspires  in  man's  bosom  the  highest  motives  to 
gratitude,  to  reverence,  to  obedience,  to  holiness,  to  keeping  all 
the  commandments  of  God. 

While  the  atonement  thus  draws  forth  man's  affections  to 
the  Deity,  and  prompts  him  to  all  holy  obedience,  it  excludes 
even  the  occasion  of  boasting.  It  gives  the  whole  glory  to  the 
Saviour ;  and  places  man  in  his  right  position  at  the  feet  of 
Jesus.  It  strips  him  of  all  self- righteousness  ;  stops  the  mouth 
of  the  proud  Pharisee  ;  and  asks.  Where  is  boasting  ?  It  is 
excluded.  By  what  law  ?  Of  works?  Nay ;  but  by  the  law 
of  faith ;  and  that  faith  is  in  the  blood  which  propitiates.  To 
man  it  secures  all  the  benefit,  to  God  it  secures  all  the 
praise. 

The  atonement  upholds  the  claims  of  God's  holy  laws — ^ex- 
hibits its  sanctity — maintains'  its  authority — enforces  its  pre- 
cepts— and  imperatively  urges  obedience  to  its  requirements. 
Wnen  do  we  see  that  law  so  much  honoured  as  when,  to  pre- 
vent its  righteous  claims  being  set  at  nought  and  despised,  they 
are  met  by  the  sufferings  and  death  of  the  innocent,  the  hdly, 
the  immaculate  Lamb  of  God? 

Mr.  Barker  referred  to  the  sufferings  of  Christ ;  and  to  show 
that  others  suffered  as  much  as  Christ ;  quoted  the  passage  in 
which  our  Lord  says  to  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  "Ye  shajl  indeed 
drink  of  my  cup,  and  be  baptized  with  the  baptism  with  whih 
I  am  baptized."  Although  this  certainly  referred  to  the  suffer- 
ings wnich  the  disciples  Nvould  be  called  to  endure,  yet  it 
furnishes  no  evidence  whatever  that  their  sufferings  would  be 
eqiMl  in  degree  or  intensity  to  the  sufferings  of  our  Lord,  or 
that  they  would  be  endured  for  the  same  objects.  The  sufifer- 
ings  of  martyrs  were  external ;  those  of  the  Saviour  .were 
chiefly  internal  and  mental :  and  the  awful  intensity  of  our 
Lord's  sufferings  can  be  accounted  for  on  no  other  princij)lQ 
than  that  on  which  the  Scriptures  represent  him  to  our  vie  w-^ 
namely,  a  vicarious  victim.  Look  at  the  expiring  moments  of 
martyrs.  Look  what  joy  has  lit  up  the  countenances !  Lis- 
ten what  sounds  seraphic  have  escaped  from  their  lips !  Attend 
to  the  notes  of  triumph  which  they  have  jittered,  while  the 
rising  flame  was  feeding  on  their  blood  ;  and  they  exclaim — 
"  None  but  Christ !  None  but  Christ ! "  But  what  a  contrast 
you  see  in  the  dying  moments  of  our  blessed  Saviour !  Lopk^ 
at  him — ^prostrate  on  the  earth,  covered  with  the  sweat  of  his 
own  blood !     Hear  the  groans  which  escape  from  him,  and 
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break  upon  the  silence  of  the  midnight  honr !  Hear  him  titter 
the  lamentation, — "My  sonl  is  exceeding  sorrowful,  even. 
nnto  death !  "  And  hear  him,  too,  when  expiring,  say — **  My 
God  !  my  God !  why  hast  thou  forsaken  me  ? "  Now  what 
was  the  cause  of  the  Saviour's  intense  and  awful  agony? 
What  made  him  groan  in  agony  ?  What  made  him  utter  such 
deep  and  affecting  exclamations  ?  Was  it  personal  guilt  ?  He 
had  none.  Was  it  in  the  fear  of  ordinary  death  ?  His  moral 
courage  forbade  it.  Was  it  the  hand  of  external  violence? 
He  was  alone  in  the  garden,  prostrate  on  the  ground.  No  one 
was  near  him.  What,  then,  fetched  those  deep  and  awful 
sighs?  What  made  the  blood  to  be  propelled  through  the 
pores  of  his  skin,  and  fall  upon  the  earth  in  mighty  drops  ? 
The  atonement  explains  it.  Though  he  had  no  guilt  of  his 
own,  he  was  made  accountable  for  our  transgressions — he 
groaned  under  our  guilt.  His  righteous  soul  was  made  an 
offering  for  sin.  It  pleased  the  Father  to  bruise  him — ^he  hath 
put  him  to  grief. 

My  opponent  alleges  that  it  is  incompatible  with  the  divine 
character  that  the  innocent  should  sufifer  for  the  guilty.    But 
this  objection  lies  equally  against  hisotm  theory ;  for  he  admits 
that  God  allowed  Jesus  Christ  to  endure  a  death  which  he  did 
not  deserve  ;  and  whether  that  death  was'  suffered  in  order  to 
subdue  man's  hostility  and  enmity,  or  to  atone  for  man's  sins, 
it  matters  not  as  to  the  principle.    In  either  case  we  have  tho 
innocent  suffering  for  the  guilty  ; — ^a  principle,  too,  which  ob- 
tains throughout  the  whole  of  providence,  as  well  as  redemption. 
Nor  do  the  Scriptures  attempt  to  veil  the  principle.     It  stands 
out  in  clear  and  prominent  relief.    Christ's  personal  innocenee 
and  vicarious  suffering  are  constantly  placed  together  in  the 
Scriptures,  and  insisted  upon  with  great  emphasis;  and  the 
former  contributes  to  give  acceptability  and  efficiency  to  the 
latter.     Look  at  the  following  passages : — 2  Cor.  v.,  21 — "For 
he  hath  made  him  to  be  sin  for  us  who  knew  no  sin."    2  Peter 
iii.,  18, — "  Chi'ist  also  hath  once  suffered  for  sins ;  the.^tt^  for 
the  uifjusW    His  innocence  is  here  contrasted  with  the  object 
for  which  he  died,  and  contrasted,  too,  with  the  characters  for 
whom  he  died.    As  our  High  Priest,  he  was  holy,  haimless^ 
undefiled,  separate  from  sinners  ; — was  innocent,  and  therefore 
was  under  no  legal  obligation  to  die  on  his  own  account ;  yet 
he  died  for  others — offered  up  himself  to  God  on  our  behalf. 
As  a  Lamb  he  was  without  spot..    Here  was  innocence.    Yet 
lie  suffered  ;  for  he  was  led  like  a  Lamb  to  the  slaughter — ^he 
was  wounded  for  mir  transgressions — he  was  bruised  for  our 
iniquities.     He  was  God's  dear  Son — his  beloved  Son,    Here 
••was  personal  innocence  and  divine  approval.     Yet   it  pleased 
the  Father  to  bruise  him.     He  hath  put  him  to  grief.    Why  ? 
Because  his  soul  was  made  an  ofieiing  for  sin.    He  was  God's 
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beloved  Son,  in  whom  the  Father  was  well  pleased.  Yet,  amid 
the  agonies  of  death,  he  cried  out,  "  My  God,  my  God,  why- 
hast  thou  forsaken  me  ? "  In  all  these  passages,  we  have  th« 
innocent  suflering  for  the  guilty. 

Such  are  the  facts  tkr*  Scriptures  lay  before  us ;  and  the  same 
volume  explains  the  reason.  Messiah  was  cut  oif  but  not  for 
himself,  but  to  make  reconciliation  for  iniquity.  The  atone- 
ment explains  the  whole,  and  shows  the  Scripture  to  be  full  of 
consistency  and  harmony. 

But,  says  my  opponent,  what  a  representation  of  God,  to 
exhibit  him  as  requiring  the  death  of  his  own  dear  Son  before 
he  would  pardon.  I  reply,  this  is  a  misrepresentation  of  the 
case.  It  is  not  that  God  delights  in  the  sufferings  of  any,  but 
in  the  salvation  and  happiness  of  man.  The  cause  which  re- 
quired the  atonement  exists  in  the  evil  of  sin,  not  in  any  impla- 
cable disposition  in  the  bosom  of  Deity.  It  was  his  love  for 
man  joined  with  his  aversion  to  sin,  which  rendered  the  atone- 
ment necessary.  The  reasons  which  compel  him  to  maintain 
his  authority,  do  not  terminate  in  himself.  If  he  treats  offen- 
ders with  severity,  it  is  for  our  sake,  and  for  the  sake  of  the 
moral  order  of  the  universe,  to  which  sin,  if  encouraged  by  a 
negligent  administration,  would  be  the  source  of  endless  disor- 
der and  misery.  And  if  the  granting  of  pardon  should  be 
strongly,  and  even  severely  guarded,  so  that  no  less  a  satisfac- 
tion could  be  accepted  than  the  death  of  God's  own  Son,  we 
are  to  refer  this,  as  the  apostle  Paul  does,  to  the  moral  ne- 
cessity of  the  case,  arising  out  of  the  claims  of  the  law,  and 
the  general  welfare  of  accountable  creatures  liable  to  the  deep 
evil  of  sin  ;  and  not  to  any  reluctance  on  the  part  of  our  Maker 
to  forgive — much  less  to  any  thing  vindictive  in  his  nature.  It 
was  1>ecause  Grod  is  love — boundless  love  ;  and  because  God  is 
just — ^inflexibly  just ;  because  he  is  at  once  our  Father,  and 
the  governor  of  the  universe,  that  an  atonement  was  required 
and  made  for  mankind.  And  this,  so  far  from  impugning  the 
divine  character,  exhibits  it  in  the  fairest  and  the  brightest 
lustre.  It  declares  his  righteousness,  and  it  declares  his  mercy 
too.  In  fact,  redemption  is  a  mirror  which  exhibits  the  divine 
perfections  to  the  human  understanding  in  the  most  pure  and 
perfect  effulgence :  for  it  shows  us  God  in  the  face  of  Jesus 
Christ ;  and  his  face  is  the  only  medium  in  which  we  can 
behold  God's  character  aright.  If  we  behold  the  divine  cha- 
racter through  the  medium  of  nature,  that  medium  is  obscure, 
and  the  image  becomes  distorted.  If  we  look  at  Him  under 
the  law,  we  behold  him  surrounded  with  the  blackness  and  the 
lifrhtnings  of  Sinai,  clothed  in  a  majesty  so  terrible  that  we 
turn  pale  with  consternation,  and  flee,  in  dismay,  from  the 
spectacle.  But  if  we  look  at  him  through  the  medium  of  the 
atonement,  we  behold  his  character  bright  and  full  orbed. 
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We  behold  him  as  he  is.  We  see  wisdom,  power,  compas- 
sion, justice,  and  mercy,  blending  their  rays  like  the  colours  of 
the  rainbow,  and  exhibiting  the  divine  character  in  the  bright- 
est lustre  and  the  most  perfect  e^xcellence.  Here  it  is  that 
mercy  and  truth  meet  together,  and  righteousness  and  peace 
kiss  each  other. 

I  have  thus  answered  all  the  objections  of  any  moment 
which  Mr.  Barker  has  urged  against  the  doctrine  of  the  atone- 
ment.: and  with  equal  ease  might  a  thousand  other  objections 
be  answered.  I  have  also  adduced  to  you,  as  far  as  my  limited 
time  would  admit,  positive  proofs  from  the  Holy  Scriptures  of 
the  truth  of  this  doctrine.  I  have  shown  you  that  the  Scrip- 
tures declare  that  Christ's  expiation  was  necessary,  in  order  to 
harmonize  the  claims  of  justice  with  the  purpose  of  mercy. 
And  I  have  shown  to  you  that  the  Scriptures  assign  to  ms 
death  that  expiatory  efficacy  in  every  variety  of  phraseology  and 
representation ; — ^in  his  character  as  our  Great  High  Priest, 
first  ojBFering  his  own  body  as  a  sacrifice  ;  and,  secondly,  pre- 
senting in  the  Holy  Place  the  fragrant  incense  of  his  own  in- 
tercession: in  his  character  as  the  Anti-type  of  the  victims 
offered  under  the  Jewish  law :  in  his  character  as  our  Redeem- 
er, paying  the  ItUron,  or  redemption  price  of  his  precious  lite  : 
in  his  charactei*  as  our  Reconciler  propitiating  offended  justice, 
and  procuring  peace  and  pardon  for  rebellious  man  :  in  his 
character  as  our  Mediator — ^as  the  only  medium  of  man's  ap- 
proach to  God  in  prayer,  and  the  only  medium  through  which 
all  the  blessings  of  grace  and  glory  are  to  be  bestowed.  In 
every  form,  indeed,  which  the  most  instructive  figures  and  the 
plainest  statements — ^in  which  the  most  striking  antitheses  and 
the  most  minute  comparisons — in  which  the  brightest  pro^ 
phecies  and  the  most  abundant  promises — in  which  the  richest 
experience  of  saints  on  earth,  and  the  triumphs  of  glorified 
spirits  in  heaven,  can  set  forth  this  blessed  doctrine,  it  is  set 
forth  in  the  Holy  Scriptures. 

Mr.  Barker  may  still  reject  the  doctrine  ;  but  at  this  I  am 
not  surprised.  After  he  has  rejected  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion, against  the  clearest  and  most  abundant  evidence ;  and 
after  he  can  compare  the  Scriptures  with  the  Koran  of 
Mahomet,  /  cannot  feel  surprised  at  his  rejecting  the  atone- 
ment. 

I  shall  now  call  the  attention  of  the  meeting  to  another  sub- 
ject, namely,  the  Deity  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ. 
Mr.  Barker  maintains  that  Christ  was  only  "  a  pious  young 
man^^  The  difference  between  a  pious  young  man,  and  the 
ever- blessed  God,  our  Saviour,  is  not  one*  that  is  trifling  and 
insignificant.  It  is  infinite.  If,  then,  the  'Scriptures  be  at  all 
adapted  to  instruct  mankind,  it  will  of  course  follow  that  at 
least  they  speak  so  plain  as  to  make  this  difference  sufficiently 
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obvious.  We  know  the  properties  of  a  man,  from  conscious- 
ness and  obserration ;  and  we  know  the  characteristics  of  God, 
from  the  Scriptures.  But  our  blessed  Saviour  is  God  and  man 
united.  We  maintain  his  real  humanity,  as  well  as  his  real 
Godhead  :  and  this  fact  it  is  important  to  remember.  It  is 
therefore  quite  irrelevant  in  my  opponent  to  allege  that  Christ 
liad  the  properties  of  man,  because  I  admit  this  to  be  tme,  and 
it  can  be  no  objection  to  my  arguments  at  all.  I  am  not  called 
upon  to  deny  the  Redeemer's  manhood  in  order  to  establish  his 
€rodhead,  for  I  admit  them  both.  The  ontiSy  therefore,  devolves 
upon  my  opponent  to  prove  that  he  was  nothing  more  than 
man.  I  allege  that  he  was  more  ;  and,  in  the  first  place,  I 
shall  attempt  to  prove  it  by  his  pre-existence. 

It  is  the  nature  of  man  to  be  bom  ;  but  not  to  exist  before 
he  is  bom.  I  therefore  assert  the  pre-existence  of  Christ  as 
the  first  proof  of  his  Deity.  The  Scriptures  plainly  teach  that 
the  glorious  Being  denominated  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ  existed  in  his  Divine  nature  prior  to  the  era  of  his  ap- 
pearance in  our  world  as  the  Redeemer  of  mankind.  This 
doctrine  Mr.  Barker  unequivocally  denies,  as  you  will  perceive 
from  the  extract  which  I  have  laid  before  you  from  his  19th 
Christian.  My  opponent,  however,  will  admit  that  his  opinion 
is  but  a  recent  one ;  for  he  held  and  taught  the  contrary  but  a 
short  time  ago,  as  is  manifest  in  the  quotations  from  his  writ- 
ings, which  you  have  already  heard. 

Now  in  disproof  of  Mr.  Barker's  sentiment,  I  adduce  the 
following  passages. 

1.  In  John  i.,  30,  our  blessed  Lord  is  declared  to  have  been 
before  John  the  Baptist.  "  This  is  he  of  whom  I  said,  After 
-me  cometh  a  man  who  is  preferred  before  me,  for  he  was 
before  me."  This  is  one  of  the  passages  which  Mr.  Barker,  in 
the  second  volume  of  his  Reformer,  brings  forward  in  proof  of 
our  Lord's  pre-existence  ;  and  it  undoubtedly  establishes  the 
doctrine.  That  John  is  here  speaking  of  priority  of  Christ's 
existence,  and  not  alluding  to  priority  of  office,  is  quite  mani- 
fest. Christ  was  not  before  John  in  the  ministry,  fof  John 
was  sent  before  him,  Christ  came  after  him.  He  was  not 
before  him,  either,  in  the  age  of  his  human  nature  ;  for  Johti 
was  bom  six  months  before  the  Saviour.  Yet  John  declares 
he  was  before  him.  But  how?  Because,  as  the  evangelist 
says,  he  was  in  the  beginning  with  God. 

2.  Christ  was  also  before  Abraham.  Addressing  the  Jews, 
he  says, — "  Your  father  Abraham  rejoiced  to  see  my  day ;  and 
he  saw  it,  and  was  glad.  Then  said  the  Jews  unto  him,  Thou 
art  not  yet  fifty  yeats  old,  and  hast  thou  seen  Abraham  1  Jesus 
said  unto  them,  Before  Abraham  was,  I  am.  Then  they  took 
up  stones  to  cast  at  him."  Nothing  can  more  plainly  declare 
the  pre-»eaHstence  of  Christ :  and  this  is  another  of  those  very 
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plain  passages  which  Mr.  Barker  formerly  quoted  to  prove 
this  doctrine.  But  the  doctrine,  it  seems,  was  no  more  wel- 
come to  the  Jewish  unbelievers  of  that  day,  than  to  British 
unbelievers  of  the  present  time.  They  took  up  stones  to  cast 
at  him, 

3.  St  Paul,  contrasting  our  Lord  with  Adam,  says, — "  The 
first  man  is  of  the  earth,  earthy  ;  the  second  man  is  the  Lord 
from  Heaven."  (1  Cor.  xv.,  47.)  That  is,  he  came  down 
from  heaven.  Our  Lord  himself  also  expressly  asserts  that  ha 
came  down  from  heaven.  See  John  xvi.,  28 — 31, — '^  I  came 
forth  from  the  Father,  and  am  come  into  the  world  :  again,  T 
leave  the  world,  and  go  to  the  Father."  His  ascension  to  his 
Father  was  real,  not  figurative,  so  his  descent  from  Heaven 
was  real,  not  figurative.  '*  His  disciples  said  unto  him,  Lo, 
now  speakest  thou  plainly,  and  speakest  no  proverb."  It 
is  a  thing  to  be  understood  in  its  plain,  literal  acceptation. — 
*'  Now  are  we  sure  that  thou  knowest  all  things,  and  needest 
not  that  any  man  should  ask  thee  :  by  this  we  believe  that 
thou  camest  forth  from  God.  Jesus  answered  them.  Do  ye 
now  believe  1"  Mr.  Barker  sought  to  pervert  this  passage  by 
speaking  of  the  disciples  being  sent  into  the  world.  But  to 
make  the  case  parallel,  he  should  have  shown  that  the  disciples 
were  with  the  Father  before  they  existed  in  the  world  ;  that 
they  were  with  the  Father  in  glory  before  the  foundation  of 
the  world.  Nothing  less  than  this  can  make  the  cases  parallel, 
and  justify  Mr.  Barker  in  employing  the  interpretation  he  did. 
I  think  Mr.  Barker  must  now  admit  that  this  declaration  of 
Christ  "  is  so  plain  that  no  ingenuity  of  man  can  explain  it 
away" 

Take  another  passage.  John  xvii.,  4,  6, — "  I  have  glori- 
fied thee  on  the  earth :  I  have  finished  the  work  which  thou 
gavest  me  to  do.  And  now,  O  Father,  glorify  thou  me  with 
thine  own  self,  with  the  glory  which  I  had  with  thee  before 
the  world  was."  It  was  on  the  earth  that  he  glorified  the 
Father ;  and  this  is  contrasted  with  the  glory  which  he  had  in 
heave^  with  the  Father  before  the  world  was.  This  proves 
his  pre-existence. 

The  same  glorious  truth  is  maintained  in  the  24th  verse, — 
"  Father,  I  will  that  they  also,  whom  thou  hast  given  me, 
be  with  me  where  I  am ;  that  they  may  behold  my  glory 
which  thou  hast  given  me  :  for  thou  lovedst  me  from  the 
foundation  of  the  world.'*  Mr.  Barker  may  say  that  this  has 
a  prophetic  reference — ^that  the  Father  loved  him  prophetically. 
But,  then,  to  establish  that  point  he  must  make  it  appear  that 
Christ  was  with  the  Father  prophetically  before  he  assumed 
our  nature,  and  came  into  the  world. 

The  same  proofs  are'  presented  in  those  passages  which  speak 
€>i  Christ  coming  in  the  flesh.    Rom.  ix.,  5, — "  Whose  are  the 
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fathers,  and  of  whom  as  concerning  the  flesh  Christ  came, 
who  is  over  all,  God  blessed  for  ever.  Amen."  1  put  it  to 
the  common  sense — ^to  the  unsophisticated  judgment  of  this 
audience,  whether  such  a  passage  does  not  imply  the  existence 
of  Christ  before  he  appeared  in  the  flesh.  I  would  ask  them, 
if  Christ  had  no  pre-existence — if  he  were  the  son  of  Joseph 
and  Mary,  could  he  come  in  any  other  way  than  in  the  flesh  ? 
Why,  then,  should  the  apostle  thus  distinguish  the  Saviour  ? 
He  did  not  speak  thus  of  Abraham,  nor  of  any  other  being ; 
nor  is  the  language  adapted  to  any  being  but  one  who  existed 
prior  to  his  coming  in  the  flesh. 

To  the  same  class  of  proofs  belong  the  passages  which  speak 
of  his  taking  upon  him  our  nature  Heb.  ii.,  14 — 16, — "  For- 
asmuch then  as  the  children  are  partakers  of  flesh  and  blood, 
he  also  himself  likewise  took  part  of  the  same  :  that  through 
death  he  might  destroy  him  that  had  the  power  of  death,  that 
is,  the  devil ;  and  deliver  them  who  through  fear  of  death 
were  all  their  life-time  subject  to  bomdage.  For  verily  he  took 
not  on  him  the  nature  of  angels" — ^the  word'tiature  is  not  in 
the  original,  but  is  evidently  implied  ; — "  For  verily  he  took 
not  on  him  the  nature  of  angels ;  but  he  took  on  him  the  seed 
of  Abraham."  Every  being  must  exist  prior  to  his  doing  Any 
thing.  Christ  is  here  spoken  of  as  taking  on  him,  not  the 
nature  of  angels,  but  the  seed  of  Abraham,  He  must,  there- 
fore, have  existed  before  he  took  on  him  the  seed  of  Abraham. 

St.  Paul  says, — "  Ye  know  the  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  that,  though  he  was  rich,  yet  for  your  sakes  he  be- 
came poor,  that  ye  through  his  poverty  inight  be  rich."  2 
Cor.  viii.,  9.  I  ask,  when  was  Jesus  rich  1  He  was  born  in 
a  stable.  He  worked  at  the  trade  of  a  carpenter.  He  lived 
on  alms  during  his  ministry.  And  he  was  heard  to  say, ."  The 
foxes  have  holes,  and  the  birds  of  the  air  have  nests  ;  but  the 
son  of  man  hath  not  where  to  lay  his  head."  I  ask,  then, 
when  was  Jesus  rich,  if  he  were  not  rich  in  his  pre-existent 
glory  ?  Moses  was  rich  from  his  connection  with  the  throne  of 
Egypt.  Moses  did  make  a  real  sacrifice  when  he  preferred  thfe 
reproach  of  Christ  to  all  the  treasures  of  Ecypt.  We  can  un- 
derstand the  sacrifice  there.  We  can  understand  how  Moses 
was  rich,  but,  for  the  sake  of  the  Israelites  and  God's  cause, 
became  poor,  But  I  ask,  when  was  Jesus  rich — according  to 
the  flesh?  Never  was  he  rich  on  earth.  He  was  rich  in  his 
pre-existing  Divinity  and  glory,  but  took  upon  him  the  state 
and  condition  of  poverty  that  he  might  honour  that  condition  ; 
and  he  never  rose  above  poverty  during  the  whole  of  his  minis- 
try. He  never  made  any  sacrifice  of  worldly  riches  for  man's 
salvation. 

St.  Paul  exhorts  believers  to  be  humble  and  disinterested, 
and  sets  before  them  the  example  of  Christ.    Phil,  ii.,  4 — 8. — 
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"Look  not  every  man  on  liU  own  things,  but  every  man  also 
on  the  things  of  others.  Lat  this  mind  be  in  you,  which  was 
also  in  Christ  Jesus :  who,  being  in  the  form  of  Grod,  thought 
it  not  robbery  to  be  equal  with  God  :  but  made  himself  of  no 
reputation,  and  took  upon  him  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  was 
made  in  the  likeness  of  men :  and  being  found  in  fashion  as  a 
man,  he  humbled  himself,  and  became  obedient  unto  death, 
even  the  death  of  the  cross."  In  reference  to  this  passage  I 
ask  no  more  at  present  than  these  four  questions.  If  Christ 
had  no  existence  prior  to  his  birth, — 

Ist.  When  was  he  in  the  form  of  Grod  ? 

2nd.  When  was  it  that  he  did  not  think  it  robbery,  or 
usurpation,  to  be  equal  with  God  ? 

3rd.  If  the  son  of  Jos3ph,  and  only  "  a  pious  young  man,** 
when  was  it  a  mark  of  extraordinary  humility  for  him  to  be 
found  in  the  fashion  of  a  man  ? 

4.  And  lastly,  what  other  fashion  or  likeness  could  he  be  found 
in  than  that  of  a  man  if  hs  was  a  man  only,  and  had  no  exist- 
ence prior  to  his  birth? 

Our  blessed  Lord  is  called  the  Word  of  God.  Rev.  xix., 
11,  13, — "And  I  saw  Heaven  opened,  and,  behold,  a  wliite 
horse  :  and  he  that  sat  upon  him  was  called  Faithful  and 
True,  and  in  righteousness. he  doth  judge  and  make  war.  His 
eyes  were  as  a  flame  of  fire,  and  on  his  head  were  many  crowns : 
and  he  had  a  name  written,  that  no  man  knew  but  he  him- 
self :  and  he  was  clothed  with  a  vesture  dipped  in  blood,  and 
his  name  is  called  the  Word  of  God."  *0  logos  tou  Theau, 
This,  then,  is  ths  appellation  given  to  Christ  personally.  In 
the  1st  chapter  of  John's  Gospel,  this  same  glorious  Being, 
called  O  logos,  the  Word,  is  said  to  have  existed  in  the  begin- 
ning, with  God,  prior  to  all  creation.  And  in  the  14th  verse 
it  is  declared  that  he  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  amongst  us, 
and  we  beheld  his  glory,  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father, 
full  of  grace  and  truth." 

Now  what  is  the  sum  of  the  passages  before  us  ? 

1.  That  Christ  came  in  the  flesh. 

2.  That  he  took  upon  him,  not  the  nature  of  angels,  but  th^ 
seed  of  Abraham. 

3.  That  he  was  rich,  yet  for  our  sakes  he  became  poor. 

4.  That  the  Father  loved  him  before  the  foundation  of  the 
world. 

5.  That  he  existed  with  the  Father,  and  had  a  glory  with 
him  before  the  foundation  of  the  world. 

6.  That  he  came  forth  from  the  Father,  and  returned  to  the 
Father,  to  inherit  the  glory  which  he  had  before  the  world 
was. 

7.  That  prior  to  his  becoming  man,  he  existed  in  the  form 
of  God,  and  thought  it  not  usurpation  to  be  equal  with  God. 
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8.  That  he  voluntarily  became  fleshy  and  dwelt  amongst  men. 

9.  That  this  taking  upon  him  our  nature,  atld  becoming 
man,  was  an  act  of  amazing  condescension  and  humility.  It 
was  a  stoop  of  his  majesty  ;  it  was  a  waiving  of  his  right ;  it 
was  amazing  condescension  and  humility.  Will  Mr.  Barker 
express  these  facts  in  harmony  with  his  doctrine  that  Christ 
had  no  existence  before  he  was  bom  ;  and  in  harmony  with  the 
passages  before  us  1  Let  it  be  remembered,  too,  that  these  are 
the  passages,  for  the  most  part,  which  Mr.  B&rkeT  himself  has 
quoted  in  proof  of  our  Lord's  pre-existence  and  glory  ;— the 
passages  wnich  he  says  "  no  ingenuity  of  man  can  explain 
away ; — ^the  passages  which  so  clearly  teach  the  Redeemer's 
Godhead,  that  he  says  it  is  his  conviction  that  a  man  must 
either  admit  from  them  the  Divinity  or  Godhead  of  Christ ; 
or  else  deny  the  New  Testament  altogether.  Mr.  Barker  may 
explain  them  away  if  he  pleases  ;  but  then  he  stands  self-con- 
victed of  mangling  and  perverting  the  word  of  God.  He  may 
reject  this  doctrine,  as  he  has  done  the  miraculous  conception, 
but  then  it  is  not  for  want  of  evidence,  but  in  spite  of  the 
clearest  evidence  which  the  word  of  God  can  afford. 

I  shall  call  your  attention  to  some  further  proofs  with  re- 
gard io  the  Godhead  of  Jesus  Christ. 

Mr.  Barker  affirms,  that  Christ  is  merely  "  a  piom  younp 
manJ'  The  Scriptures  contradict  this  by  asserting  that  he  is 
GOD.  John  i.  1,  2. — "  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and 
the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was  God.  The  same 
was  in  the  beginning  with  God."  Heb.  i.  8,—'*  But  unto  the 
Son  he  saith,  Thy  throne,  0  God,  is  for  ever  and  ever."  He 
is  also  caUed  "  LORD  AND  GOD."  Thomas,  convinced  of 
the  truth  of  our  Lord's  resurrection,  applied  to  him  these  divine 
titles.  John  xx.,  28, — "  And  Thomas  said  unto  him,  My  Lord 
and  my  God. '  The  angel  Gabriel  designates  him  LORD  GOD. 
Luke  I.  16,  17, — "  And  many  of  the  children  of  Israel  shall 
he' — ^that  is,  John  the  Baptist — "  turn  to  the  Lord  their  God. 
And  he  shall  go  before  him  in  the  spirit  and  power  of  Elias." 
It  was  Christ  before  whom  John  went  as  his  herald  ;  and  here 
that  glorious  personage  is  denominated  "  the  Lord  God." 

Mr.  Barker  calls  Christ  ^^  a  piotis  young  man  ;"  but  the  pro- 
phet Isaiah  designates  him  OUR  GOD.  And  though  the  term 
God,  may  be  said  to  be  a  communicable  title,  never  is  the  term 
"  Our  Lord"  or  "  Our  God '  made  a  communicable  title  to  any 
creature  in  existence.  "  The  voice  of  him  that  crieth.  Prepare 
ye  the  way  of  the  Lord,  make  straight  in  the  desert  a  highway 
for  our  God." — Isa.  iv.,  3.  That  this  prophecy  applies  to 
Christ  we  know  not  only  from  the  general  facts  recorded  in 
the  Gospel,  but  also  from  inspired  authority  ;  for  St.  Luke  ex- 
pressly applies  it  to  our  Lord  : — "  As  it  is  written  in  the  book 
of  the  words  of  Esaiasthe  prophet,  saying,  The  voice  of  one 
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crying  in  the  wilderness,  Prepare  ye  the  way  of  the  Lord, 
make  his  paths  straight." — Luke  iii.  4. 

Mr.  Barker  says,  that  Christ  is  merely  "  apiouspouTtg  man^"* 
but  the  Evangelist  and  the  prophets  say  that  he  is  GOD  WITH 
US.  Matt.  i.  25,  23, — "  And  they  shall  call  his  name  Emma'- 
nuel,  which  being  interpreted  is  Grod  mth  us.**  Before  Mr. 
Barker  had  learned  to  sneer  at  the  Evangelists,  he  said  that 
Christ  was  rightly  called  Gtod  with  us. 

Mr.  Barker  says  that  Christ  is  only  **  a  pious  young  man^ 
But  the  prophet  says  he  is  the  MIGHTY  GOD.  Isa.  'ix.,  6,— 
**  Unto  us  a  child  is  bom,  unto  us  a  son  is  given,  and  the  go- 
vernment shall  be  upon  his  shoulder  :  and  his  name  shall  be 
called  Wonderful,  Counsellor,  The  Mighty  God,  The  Everlast- 
ing Father,  The  Prince  of  Peace.'*  Here  we  have  a  recognition 
of  the  two  natures  of  Christ.  In  his  human  nature  he  is  the 
child  horn;  in  his  divine  nature  he  is  The  Mighty  God;  in  the 
two  natures  combined  he  is  Emmanuel — God  with  us. 

In  harmony  with  this  divine  title  he  is  called  the  GREAT 
GOD.  Titus  ii.,  1»3, — "Looking  for  that  blessed  hope,  and 
the  glorious  appearing  of  the  great  God  and  our  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ."  Now  my  reasons  for  applying  this  to  Christ  are  the 
following.  Reference  is  here  made  to  the  day  of  judgment, 
and  a  reference  is  made  to  him  who  shall  appear  as  our  judge 
on  that  occasion.  The  appearance  of  the  Father  is  never  re- 
cognized throughout  the  Holy  Scriptures  ;  but  the  appearance 
of  the  Son  is  always  recognized  : — "  Looking  for  that  blessed 
hope,  and  the  glorious  appearing  of  the  great  God,  even  our 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ."  And  Mr.  Barker  ought  to  know  that 
the  rendering  of  the  word  kai,  even^  in  cases  of  this  kind,  is  one 
which  is  supported  by  the  Syntax  of  the  Greek  language — by 
the  idiom  of  the  language ;  and  the  principle  is  recognized  in 
numerous  passages  which  are  applied  to- the  Father  himself. 

Mr.  Barker  says  that  Christ  is  only  '^  a  piotts  young  man  /" 
but  the  apostle  declares,  most  emphatically,  that  he  is  THE 
TRUE  GOD.  "  And  we  know  that  the  Son  of  God  is  come, 
and  hath  given  us  an  understanding,  that  we  may  know  him 
that  is  true,  and  we  are  in  him  that  is  true,  even  in  his  Son 
Jesus  Christ.  This  is  the  true  God  and  etema).  life."  And 
the  apostle  adds  immediately : — "  Little  children,  keep  your- 
selves from  idols."  So  that  it  was  no  idolatry  to  call  Christ 
the  true  God, 

M.y  time  is  now  expired.  I  shall  proceed  with  a  catalogue 
of  texts  the  next  evening  that  I  have  the  pleasure  to  address 
you.  In  the  meantime,  weigh  what  you  have  heard  well  in 
your  minds  ;  and  let  your  candid  and  your  honest  judgment 
decide,  in  the  fear  of  God.     (Much  applause.) 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — I  hope  you  will  be  perfectly  orderly  during 
the  address  of  Mr.  Barker.  There  is  nothing,  you  may  depend 
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upon  it,  so  dig:nified  as  silence  ;  and  nothing'  so  sublime  in  any 
community  as  peace  and  good  order.  I  ask  no  better  opportu- 
nity for  Mr.  Barker  to  address  you,  than  that  whicli  Mr. 
Cooke  has  just  had  at  your  hands.  I  need,  therefore,  only  ask 
you  to  be  perfectly  orderly ;  and  Mr.  Barker  will  now  address 
the  meeting. 

MR.  BARKER: — Respected  Chairman:  my  Friends, — I 
feel  thankful  that  I  have  another  opportunity  of  addressing  you 
on  this  interesting  and  important  occasion.  My  only  desire  is 
the  spread  of  Christian  truth  and  righteousness;  and  I  have  not 
the  least  doubt  but  that  that  end  will,  to  some  extent  at  least, 
be  promoted  by  the  discussion  to  which  you  are  now  attending. 
I  have  not  myself  so  much  anxiety  with  respect  to  the  par- 
ticular opinions  which,  you  may  form,  as  I  have  that  you 
should  all  seek  after  truth  as  the  great  end,  and  obey  its  require- 
ments as  the  great  business  of  your  lives  ;  that  you  should 
first  endeavour  to  discover  the  truth,  and  then  labour,  as 
truth  is  unfolded  to  your  minds,  to  reduce  it  thoroughly  to 
practice  ;  and  that  it  should  be  your  study  and  endeavour  to 
know  the  whole  of  what  God  has  revealed  to  you  by  Jesus 
Christ,  that  you  may  become  every  thing  which  God  desires 
you  to  be,  and  do  every  thing  which  God  would  have  you  to 
do.  I  have  no  personal  quarrel  with  my  opponent ;  nor 
would  I  willingly  wound  the  feelings  of  any  individual  whom 
I  address  by  the  remarks  which  I  make.  My  sole  desire  is 
to  supply  those  materials  which  may  be  serviceable  to  you  in 
forming  a  judgment  as  to  what  is,  and  as  to  what  is  not,  the 
truth  which  Jesus  taught.  I  am  wishful  that  the  whole  of 
the  time  granted  to  each  disputant  should  be  well  employed  ; 
that  not  a  single  word  should  be  devoted  to  personal  matters, 
or  to  any  other  matters  not  connected  with  the  discussion.. 
I  am  wishful  that  as  much  information  should  be  furnished 
to  you  on  both  sides  as  it  is  possible  for  myself  and  my  op- 
ponent to  afford ;  and  that,  with  that  information  before  you, 
you  should  judge  for  yourselves  honestly,  what  is  true  and 
what  is  £al&e  ;  prove  all  things,  and  hold  fast  that  which  is 
good.  If  I  should  utter  any  thing  which  may  appear  shock- 
ing to  your  minds,  it  is  neiftier  out  of  irreverence  to  God  or 
his  truth,  nor  out  of  disrespect  to  you,  or  want  of  regard  to 
your  feelings.  It  is  simply  because  I  think  it  best  to  speak 
exactly  as  I  think  on  these  matters  ;  and  to  present  truth  to 
your  minds  as  it  is  presented  by  God  to  my  own. 
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Before  I  proceed  to  notice  the  remarks  of  ray  opponent  this 
evening,  I  will  add  one  or  two  observations  with  respect  to 
the  satisfaction  theory. 

My  first  is,  that  my  opponent  has  not  yet  explained  the 
satisfaction  theory. 

My  second  is,  that  he  has  not  given  you  one  single  straight- 
forward passage  where  any  such  theory  is  mentioned  in  the 
sacred  writings.  He  has  not  given  you  one  passage  which 
:itells  you  that  God  cannot  forgive  sinners,  when  they  repent 
and  return  to  obedience,  unless  satisfaction  be  made  to  justice. 
He  has  not  given  you  one  passage  to  show  that  there  was  any 
legal  barrier  in  the  way  of  reconciliation  in  existence.  He 
has  not  given  a  single  passage  to  prove  that  there  is  any  bar- 
rier at  all  in  the  way  of  the  bestowment  of  forgiveness,  if 
men  repent  of  their  sins,  and  turn  from  wickedness  to  God. 
The  sacred  writings,  however,  abound  with  plain  testimonies 
to  the  fact  that  sin  alone  separates  between  God  and  men, 
and  hides  good  things  from  men  ;  and  that  no  sooner  doth 
the  wicked  man  turn  away  from  his  wickedness,  and  do  that 
which  is  right;  than  God  forgives  him  ;  and  they  expressly 
declare  that  God  forgives  him, — not  because  of  any  satisfac- 
tion received  to  his  justice,  but  because  of  his  considermff  and 
turning  from  his  evil  ways — because  of  his  repentance  and 
return  to  obedience.  God  has  expressly  declared  he  will  for- 
give men  on  this  account. 

Another  remark  which  I  would  make  is  this,  that  if  the 
Almighty  required  satisfaction  to  his  justice,  thenC^m^,  who 
is  himself  the  Almighty  on  my  opponent's  theory,  would  re- 
quire satisfaction  to  his  justice.  Jesus,  of  course,  beiag  God 
equally  with  the  Father,  would  be  as  just  as  God  is.  Jesus 
would  therefore,  as  the  second  person  in  the  trinity,  require 
exactly  the  same  satisfaction  that  his  Father  did  ;  for  he  and 
his  Father,  on  my  opponent's  theory,  are  equally  God,  and 
are  equally  or  alike  just. 

Again';  if  my  opponent's  theory  be  correct,  when  Jesus 
died,  God  the  Son  died,  and  the  Father  also  must  have  suffered 
and  died  in  like  manner.  (Hissing — "  Order.")  For  if  the 
Father  and  the  Son  are  one  God,  it  was  impossible  that  one 
part  of  the  one  God  should  suffer,  and  the  other  part  of  the 
one  God  not  suffer.  If  men  in  a  communitv  suffer  and 
sympathize  with  each  other,  how  much  more  must  the  differ- 
ent persons  in  the  Godhead,  who  are  all  one  God,  suffer  with 
each  other. 
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We  have  therefore  this  insurmountable  difficulty  in  the 
way  of  the  satisfaction  theory.  Christ  must  be  satisfied  as 
well  as  the  Father;  and  the  Holy  Ghost  must  be  satisfied  as 
well  as  both  the  others ;  and  if  one  person  in  the  divine 
nature  become  a  victim,  then,  as  God  is  not  divided — as  his 
substance  is  one,  the  whole  must  have  formed  the  victim. 
And  if  the  immortal  God  could  die  at  all — (and  John  Wesley 
declares  a  hundred  times  that  he  did  die) — then  the  whole 
God  would  have  died,  and  the  universe  must  have  perished. 
I  say  it  is  impossible  that  a  theory  which  involves  such  "in- 
finite impossibilities — such  ridiculous  extravagances  and  ab- 
surdities, can  be  true  or  scriptural. 

I  have  been  asked,  if  the  influence  of  Christ's  death  was 
to  operate  on  men,  how  is  it  that  nothing  is  said  of  the  death 
of  the  apostles  exertmg  an  influence  on  men's  habits  and 
characters  ?  I  answer,  because  Christ  is  the  first,  the  leader 
in  the  work  of  man's  redemption.  Now  nothing  is  more 
common  than  to  attribute  an  event  to  one,  which  is  effected 
by  numbers  ;  as  in  the  case  of  a  captain  and  his  forces.  The 
victories  gained  by  the  troops  in  the  last  continental  wars, 
for  example,  were  gained  by  the  soldiers  as  truly  as  by  their 
generals.  Yet,  to  whom  were  they  attributed  ?  Not  to  the 
common  soldiers,  but  to  the  captain  or  the  general.  It  was 
the  general  alone  who  was  said  to  have  gained  the  victory. 
Jesus  is  the  captain  of  our  salvation.  He  is  the  head — the 
leader  of  his  troops  ;  all  else  are  but  servants — common 
soldiers.  And  though  they  were  fellow-workers  with  Jesus, 
yet,  as  Jesus  was  the  first  and  the  greatest  in  the  work,  it  is 
right  that  every  thing  done  by  his  apostles  and  followers 
acting  under  him,  and  by  his  aid,  should  be  spoken  of  as 
done  by  Jesus  himself,  as  the  head,  the  captain,  and  the 
Lord  of  all. 

I  now  come  to  my  opponent's  speech,  delivered  this 
evening. 

He  says  that  I  stated  that  he  rejected  some  parts  of  the 
Holy  Scriptures.  I  only  stated  that  he  rejected  what  the 
greater  part  of  professing  Christians  regard  as  portions  of  the 
sacred  Scriptures. 

He  says  I  wished  to  make  it  understood  that  his  views  on 
the  Scriptures  were  like  my  own.  I  answer  ;  only  in  this  ; 
that  as  /  reject  some  things  which  others  consider  Scripture, 
so  he  reiects  some  things  which  they  also  consider  Scripture  ; 
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and  that  on  this  point  we  both  are  one.  And  T  argue  thus,  if 
he  reject  from  a  dozen  to  a  score  books  from  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, some  of  which  were  certainly,  in  my  judgment,  in- 
spired, and  which  are  deservedly  esteemed  as  such  by  the 
Roman  Catholic  church,  why  should  he  make  such  loud 
complaints  if  I  reject  a  few  more  passages  than  he  does  ? 

He  gave  you  a  quotation  from  the  29th  Christian,  respect- 
ing ray  views  of  the  sacred  writings,  &c  ,  in  which  I  confess 
I  could  see  nothing  wrong.  Every  thing  in  the  extract 
seemed  sound,  and  good,  and  true  ;  and  I  fancy  if  he  had 
given  the  whole  of  the  passsage,  it  might  have  appeared  to 
better  advantage  still. 

He  referred  to  my  statement  that  there  are  no  writings  per- 
fect. Now,  he  knows  there  are  not.  He  may  diifer  from  me 
as  to  whether  the  sacred  writiitgs  were  perfect  in  the  begin" 
ning  :  but  the  fact  is,  the  original  copies  of  the  sacred  writ- 
ings are  lost ;  they  are  not  in  existence  ;  they  have  perished 
from  the  earth.  The  oldest  existing  manuscripts  are  only 
transcripts  made  by  fallible,  imperfect  men,  from  other 
transcripts  made  in  the  same  manner  ;  and  every  transcript 
had  its  errors,  and  it  is  a  fact  that  we  have  not  a  perfect  copy 
or  a  perfect  manuscript  of  any  portion  of  the  New  Testament 
in  existence.  So  that  even  if  the  originals  were  perfect,  it 
would  be  of  no  advantage  to  us,  because  we  have  them  not  : 
they  were  lost  at  an  early  period,  and  we  have  nothing  but 
imperfect  transcripts  in  their  place.  At  the  same  time, 
though  irtiperfsct,  they  are  sufficient  for  us  ;  they  are  every 
way  adapted  to  awaken  our  minds,  to  fill  us  with  reverence  for 
divine  truth,  with  admiration  of  the  beauty  of  Christianity, 
and  to  furnish  us  with  the  means  of  constantly  growing  in 
knowledge  and  true  holiness. 

He  objected  to  my  sentiment  that  the  light  we  are  to  fol- 
low is  within.  Why,  all  the  light  which  is  not  within  us  is 
darkness  itself  to  us.  What  is  the  light  that  illumines  the  un 
seen  orbs  of  heaven  to  us  ?  Nothing  but  darkness.  So  all  the 
light  in  the  Bible  is  no  light  to  me,  till  I  get  it  into  my  own 
mind.  It  is  when  a  man  understands  what  is  written  in  the 
Scriptures,  that  he  begins  to  be  guided  by  it,  and  even  then 
he  guides  himself  not  by  what  is  in  the  Bible,  but  by  so  much 
of  it  as  he  getft  into  his  own  mind  ;  he  guides  himself  by  that 
part  of  Bible  teachings,  and  that  part  only,  which  he  l^elieves 
and  understands  in  his  own  mind. 
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He  found  fault  with  my  statement,  that  the  apostles  had 
not  authority  to  rule  our  faith.  But  what  could  he  have  to 
£nd  fault  with  in  that?  St.  Paul  did  not  claim  any  such 
authority.  He  says,  "Not  for  that  we  have  dominion  over 
your  faith  " — as  lords — "  but  are  helpers  of  youryoy."  The 
apostles  disclaimed  authority  themselves ;  and  were  content 
with  the  apparently  humble,  but  in  fact  the  high  and  honour- 
able work,  of  helping  the  understanding,  and  contributing  to 
the  joy  of  the  disciples. 

He  says,  I  place  the  writings  of  ordinary  men  on  a  level 
with  those  of  the  apostles.  I  do  no  such  thing.  .It  is  the 
writings  of  extraordinary  men  only  that  I  speak  of  in  the 
extracts  which  he  read ;  the  works  of  men  whom  God  has 
illumined,  whom  God  has  sanctified,  and  whom  God  haiif 
liberally  blessed  with  his  own  spirit. 

He  speaks  of  me  as  perpetually  fluctuating  ki  my  senti- 
ments. Now,,  there  is  not  a  man  on  earth,  perhaps,  who 
has  fluctuated  less  than  I  have.  (Laughter.)  Whether  my 
opponent  understands  the  word  "fluctuating,"  or  not,  I 
cannot  tell :  but  fluctuating  means  going  backwards  and  for- 
wards, like  the  flowing  and  ebbing  wave  of  the  sea.  /,  there-r 
fore,  have  never  fluctuated  from  the  beginning.  /  hav^ 
constantly  moved  fnyrward  in  a  direct  line.  .  On  what  single 
subject  have  I  moved  backward  and  forward  like  the  restles$ 
wave?  I  considered  drinking  was  a  bad  practice,  and  I 
became  a  total  abstainer  :  have  T  gone  back  in  that  7  I  saw 
war  was  a  mighty  «vil,  and  I  became  a  peace  man ;  and  I 
have  never  gone  back  from  the  peace  principle.  I  saw  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity  was  an  unscriptural  absurdity,  and  rejected 
it;  and  I  leave  my  opponent  to  judge  whether  I  have  gone 
back  in  that.  Satisfaction  to  justice  I  considered  to  be  a 
doctrine  reflecting. upon  and  darkening  God's  character,  and 
a  doctrine  which  had  no  foundation  in  Scripture ;  I  therefore 
rejected  it ;  and  when  did  I  take  it  up  again  ?  I  saw  that 
the  doctrine  of  natural  hereditary  depravity  was  false  :  I  be- 
lieved it  to  be  one  of  the  most  absurd,  unscriptural,  and 
blasphemous  doctrines  in  existence, — one  of  the  most  awful 
and  horrid  sentiments  that  ever  found  its  way  into  the  human 
mind.  I  gave  it  up.  I  remembered,  that  when  Christ  took 
the  little  children  in  his.arms,.and  blessed  them,  he  said,  "of 
SUCH  IS  THE  KINGDOM  OP  HEAVEN."  I  saw,  that  if  Christ 
had  believed  the  natural' depravity  doctrine,  he  should  have 
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said,  "  Suffer  the  little  children,  poor  things,  to  come  unto 
me  ;  for  of  such  ai*e  the  regions  of  hell."  And  I-  gave  up 
the  doctrine.  And  so  with  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  eternal 
torments,  trusting  for  acceptance  in  Christ's  merits,  and  the 
like :  but  I  have  never  gone  back  to  those  doctrines.  I  give 
up  still  what  I  think  bad,  and  hold  fest  only  what  I  think 
good  :  but  I  do  not  fluctuate.  I  move  right  onward.  My 
course  has  been  straight-forward  from  the  first.  My  path 
has  been  like  the  shining  light,  becoming  brighter  and  brigh'ter, 
and  will  end,  I  trust,  in  the  perfect  day.  It  would  be  much 
better  if  my  opponent,  instead  of  talking  about  me  changing 
my  sentiments,  would  prove  that  any  of  the  sentiments  which 
I  have  given  up  are  true  and  scri^ptural ;  or  that  any  of  the 
sentiments  which  I  now  advocate  are  unsariptural  2jv^  false- 
Several  of  the  things  which  I  stated  last  night,  my  oppo 
nent  appears  not  to  have  understood.  When  I  spoke  of 
praying  in  Ckrisfs  name,  I  said  it  meant  praying  as  ku  dis- 
ciples— as  his  servants :  and  that  when  we  are  commanded 
to  do  every  thing  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  as  he  tells 
us  to  pray" in  his  name,  it  can  mean  nothing  more  than  doing 
every  thing  out  of  regard  to  Christ's  autliority — in  obedience 
to  Ckrisfs  instructions. 

He  tells  us,  that  blessings  are  bestowed  upon  us  through 
Christ.     Very  true.     So  say  I.     But  for  blessings  to  be  be- 
stowed upon  us  through  Christ,  and  to  be  bestowed  on  n^for 
the  sake  of  Christ,  are  two  quite  different  things.     God,  when 
we  pray,  bestows  his  blessings  upon  us  through  Christ ;  but  he 
does  not  bestow  them  on  us  on  account  of  Christ ;  it  is  on  ac- 
count of  our  own  obedience.    God  certainly  bestows  his  bless- 
ings in  fulfilment  of  Jesus'  own  words, — "Whatsoever  ye  shall 
ask  the  Father  in  my  name,  he  will  give  it  you ,  "  but  this 
must  still  be  on  condition  that  "we  keep  God's  commandments, 
and  always  do  those  things  which  are  pleasing  in  his  sight." 
He  tells  us,  that  Christ  intercedes  for  us.     But  we  ask, 
does  Christ  intercede  for  us  in  the  way  oi praying  for  us,  and 
beseeching  God  to  bless  us?     We  reply,  nay.     Else  what  did 
he  mean  when  he  said,  "  I  say  not  unto  you,  that  I  will  ji>ray 
the  Father  for  you  :  for  the  Father  himself  loveth  you,  be- 
cause ye  have  loved  me,  and  have  believed  that  !•  came  forth 
from  God."     Jesus  Christ  told  them  he  would  not  pray  for 
them, — that  there  was  no  necessity  for  him  to  do  so, — that 
God  needed  no  intercession,  because  he  himself  loved  them. 
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and  was  disposed  to  bless  mankind  of  his  own  accord.  In 
the  8th  chapter  of  Romans,  it  is  said  that  the  spirit  maketh 
intercession  for  us,  but  it  is  immediately  added  that  he  does 
this,  not  by  praying  for  us,  but  by  helping  our  infirmities. 
And  just  as  the  spirit  intercedes,  or  interposes  for  us,  by 
helping  our  weahnesseSy  so  Jesits  intercedes  or  interposes  for 
us,  by  giving  us  encouragement  and  confidence  to  draw  near 
to  God. 

He  referred  to  my  quotation  of  Micah,  of  the  parable  of 
the  Prodigal  Son,  and  the  like,  in  such  a  way  as  to  show 
either  that  he  did  not  understand,  or  did  not  well  remember, 
the  object  for  which  I  quoted  them.  I  made  the  quotation 
from  Micah  to  show,  simply,  that  what  God  required  was 
not  sacrifices,  or  satisfactions  in  bloofi,  but  simply  that  men 
should  do  justly,  love  mercy,  and  walk  humbly  with  their 
God.  And  I  referred  to  the  parable  of  the  Prodigal  Son,  to 
show  that  when  Jesus  would  illustrate  God's  character,  and 
the  way  in  which  he  acts  towards  his  rebellious  creatures,  he 
teaches  us  that  he  asks  from  his  returning  children  no  satis- 
faction but  a  willingness  to  submit  to  his  authority,  and 
future  obedience  to  their  Father's  will. 

He  says,  that  sacrifices — the  ancient  sacrifices,  were  ac- 
cepted of  God,  when  accompanied  by  right  dispositions.  T 
answer,  that  right  dispositions  were  always  accepted  of  God, 
whether  joined  with  sacrifices  or  not. 

He  says,  the  passages  I  quoted  only  prove  that  God  did 
not  like  sacrifices  when  made  a  substitute  for  holiness.  I 
answer,  the  passages  themselves  make  no  such  statement. 
They  speak  of  sacrifices,  without  any  qualification  whatever, 
as  things  which  God  did  not  like, — ^as  things  which  God  did 
not  at  all  esteem.  I  will  read  you  one  or  two  of  the  passages 
over  again.  That  in  the  .51st  Psalm  is  this  : — "  Thou  desi- 
rest  not  sacrifice  ;  else  would  I  give  it :  thou  delightest  not 
in  burnt-offering.  The  sacrifices  of  God  are  a  broken  spirit : 
a  broken  and  a  contrite  heart,  O  God,  thou  wilt  not  despise." 
I  wiU  read  you  the  passage  from  the  7th  chap,  of  Jeremiah 
again.  "Thus  saith  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  the  God  of  Israel; 
put  your  burnt-offerings  unto  your  sacrifices,  and  eat  flesh. 
For  I  spake  not  unto  your  fathers,  nor  commanded  them  in 
the  day  that  I  brought  them  out  of  the  land  of  Israel,  con- 
cerning burnt  offerings  or  sacrifices;  but  this  one  thing" — 
tliis  one  thing,  not  two  ;  he  did  not  command  sacrifice,  and 
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something  else  along  with  it ; — "  But  this  one  thing  com- 
manded I  them,  saying,  obey  my  voice,  and  I  will  be  your 
God,  and  ye  shall  be  my  people  :  and  walk  ye  in  all  the  ways 
that  I  have  commanded  you,  that  it  may  be  well  unto  you.'* 
And  here  the  matter  would  have  rested,  if  the  children  of 
Israel  had  been  disposed  to  yield  that  moral  obedience  to 
God  which  he  required.  **But  they  hearkened  not,"  says 
the  prophet,  "  nor  inclined  their  ear,  but  walked  in  the  coun- 
sels and  in  the  imagination  of  their  evil  heart,  and  went  back- 
ward, and  not  forward."  And  therefore  God  makes  use  of 
sacrifices — accommodates  them  with  sacrifices,  with  a  view 
to  instruct  them,  and  prepare  them  for  receiving  the  princi- 
ples of  true  religion,  and  training  them  to  obedience ;— -of 
course  determined  to  abolish  them  altogether  as  soon  as  they 
were  prepared  to  render  unto  him  a  better  service,  a  hearty 
and  a  faithful  obedience  to  the  great  law  of  love.  So  with 
respect  to  the  passage  in  Micah.  There  is  no  such  qualifying 
clause  as  that  to  which  my  opponent  refers.  The  question 
is  asked, — "  Wherewith  shall  I  come  before  the  Lord,  and 
bow  myself  before  the  high  God  ?  Shall  I  come  before  him 
with  burnt- offerings,  with  calves  of  a  year  old,  &g.  ?  "  The 
answer,  according  to  my  opponent,  should  be,  "  Yes,  do ;  but 
don't  come  with  these  alone."  But,  what  is  the  answer  ? 
"  Will  the  Lord  be  pleased  with  thousands  of  rams,  or  with 
ten  thousands  of  rivers ^f  oil  ?  Shall  I  give  my  first-bom  for 
my  transgression,  the  fruit  of  my  body  for  the  sinof  my  soul? 
He  hath  showed  thee,  0  man,  what  is  good;  and  what  doth 
the  Lord  require  of  thee,  but  to  do  justly,  and  to  love  mercy, 
and  to  walk  humbly  with  thy  God."  Then  sacrifices  were 
not  good ;  they  were  not  required. 

But  he  says  that  sacrifices  are  pleasing  to  God  when  offered 
with  righteous  dispositions.  I  answer,  certainly.  Like  a 
kind  Father,  God  accepts  any  thing  from  his  children  that 
is  meant  to  be  expressive  of  gratitude  and  love.  So  Jesus 
regarded  with  affection  the  woman  who  broke  the  box  of  oint- 
ment, and  poured  it  on  his  head  ;  and  who  washed  his  feet 
with  tears,  and  wiped  them  with  her  hair.  Though  in  this  ser- 
vice there  was  nothing  that  was  really  for  the  benefit  of  Jesus 
— though  one  of  the  things  done  was  an  actual  waste  of  the 
precious  ointment,  as  the  disciples  thought,  so  that  they  expres- 
sed themselves  in  murmurings, — ^what  does  Jesus  say  ?  He- 
says,  ^'  Let  her  ztlone ;  she  has  done  a  good  work ;  she  hath. 
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done  what  she  could. '*  And  because  she  had  done  what  sht 
couldy  he  accepted  it  as  a  good  work  ;  and  declared  that  where- 
ever  the  Gospel  should  be  preached  in  the  whole- world,  that 
thing  which  she  had  done  should  be  mentioned  to  her  praise. 
So  it  is  ;  when  a  man  aims  at  pleasing  God,  God  ig  always 
pleased  with  him.  He  takes  the  will  for  the  deed  :  and 
though  the  deed  itself  amount  to  nothing,  or  be  actually  de- 
fective and  wrong  in  itself,  so  long  as  it  is  offered  with  a 
pure  intention,  God  is  pleased  with  the  offering  on  account 
of  the  good  motive  from  which  it  comes. 

My  opponent  quoted  a  passage  out  of  Hebrews,  where  it 
is  said  that  we  are  sanctified  by  God's  will  through  Christ. 
Yes,  by  Grod's  willy  or  I^ew  Testament.  The  Gospel,  the 
doctrine  of  Christ,  is  sealed  by  Christ's  blood, — it  is  proved 
to  be  trtie,  and  made  valid,  strong,  power/ulj  energetic, 
throjugh  his  death ;  and  thus  rendered  the  means  of  our 
sanctification,  and  by  this  means  also  of  our  forgiveness. 

He  professed  to  give  me  an  explanation  of  his  views  of 
what  is  a  type,  and  what  is  an  antit}'pe,  referring  me  to  two 
passages  of  Scripture.  Now  those  two  passages  give^'no 
explanation  of  the  subject  at  all ;  and  the  orthodox  theory 
of  types  and  antitypes  still  remains  an  unscriptural  inven- 
tion of  theologians. 

He  refers  me  to  Romans  iii.  26  ;  and  says  that  on  my 
principle  God  could  not  be  merciful  Without  the  propitiation. 
Let  any  individual  read  the  epistle  through,  and  he  will  find 
jthat  the  great  dispute  was  this, — Have  the  Gentiles  a  right 
to  receive  Christian  privileges  and  blessings  on  the  simple 
condition  of  faith  in  Jesus,  and  obedience  to  his  Gospel  t 
Some  of  the  Jews  said  that  Jehovah  was  the  God  of  the 
Jews  only,  not  of  the  Gentiles ;  and  that,  therefore,  the 
Gentiles  had  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  blessings  of  the 
Messiah.  Paul  disproves  this ;  and  shows  God  to  be  the 
God  of  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  of  the  Jews.  There  were 
others  of  the  Jews  who  said  that  though  God  was  the  God  of 
the  Gentiles,  they  coald  not  share  in  Christian  privileges 
unless  they  were  circumcised,  and  obeyed  the  law  of  Moses. 
Paul  says,  "  Yes,  they  may.  Circumcision  is  nothing,  and 
uncircumcision  is  nothing  ;  but  faith  which  workethby  love." 
"  Oh,"  said  the  Jews,  "  but  it  is  not  just  in  God" — it  is  not 
right  in  him,  **  to  take  the  children's  bread,  and  give  it  unto 
^ogs."     "  It  is  not  right  in  him  to  treat  us,  who  have  kept 
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the  law,  in  the  same  way  as  those  who  have  not  kept  it. 
There  ought  to  be  a  difference."  "  No,"  says  Paul,  •'  there 
ought  to  be-ho  difference  at  all.  You  had  the  law,  but  you 
have  not  kept  it.  Your  own  prophets  prove  it.  The  Gen- 
tiles, it  is  true,  transgressed  also  the  law  under  which  they 
were  placed  :  but  that  makes  you  no  better  than  they.  You 
are  therefore  on  a  level  ;  and  God  has  a  right  to  say — he  is 
at  perfect  liberty  to  say,  that  he  will  treat  you  all  as  parties 
placed  in  the  same  condition  ;  and  that  as  he  accepts  the 
Jew  through  faith,  he  will  accept  the  Gentile  through  faith 
too.  If  God  had  chosen  to  bestow  his  blessing  according  to 
the  law  of  Moses,  we  grant  you  that  it  would  not  have 
been  right  for  God  to  have  placed  the  obedient  Jew  and  the 
Gentile  on  a  level.  But  he  does  not.  He  chooses  to  bestow 
his  blessings  through  Christ.  He  chooses  to  give  them  to 
all  who  are  redeemed  by  Christ  from  sin.  And  therefore 
he  is  perfectly  justified.  Indeed  it  is  an  entirely  new  plan 
on  which  God  has  chosen  to  bestow  his  blessings.  He  has 
chosen  to  make  Jesus  the  medium  of  conveying  his  blessings, 
and  has  fixed  to  justify  us  all  through  the  redemption  that 
is  by  Christ  Jesus.  God,  therefore,  as  he  has  set  aside 
the  old  law,  can  be  just  and  merciful  too,  and  the  justifier 
or  benefactor  of  every  one  that  believeth  on  Jesus.  Thus 
the  passage  simply  shows  that  God  has  a  right  to  treat  Jews 
and  Gentiles  on  the  same  terms,  that  he  could  consistently  bless 
the  believing  Gentiles  as  well  as  Jews.  And  hence  the  con- 
clusion is, — "Where,  then,  is  boasting?" — that  is,  the 
boasting  of  the  Jews  over  the  Gentiles.  Jt  is  done  away  by 
the  law  of  faith  :  and  the  result  or  conclusion  is,  (not  that 
God  will  not  forgive  without  satisfaction  to  justice,  but  wiU 
forgive  on  account  of  having  received  a  satisfaction  ;  but)  that 
he  will  justify  the  circumcision  by  faith,  and  the  uncircum- 
cision  through  faith  too, — that  God  is  the  God  of  the  Gen- 
tiles as  well  as  bt  the  Jews,  and  will  be  merciful  to  all  that 
come  to  him  through  Christ. 

He  spoke  as  if  I  wished  to  make  the  impression  that 
Griesbach  left  out  the  words  en  to  autou  aimati  as  not  ge- 
nuine from  his  text.  But  I  did  not ;  I  simply  stated  that  he 
had  given  the  passage  as  dotibtfuL  And  this  is  the  fact. 
He  refers  to  a  number  of  manuscripts  that  leave  it  out. 
Though  he  himself  puts  it  in  his  own  text,  he  says  many 
leave  it  out :  thereby  showing  that  the  passage  is  disputed. 
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and,  therefore,  doubtful.  And  any  one  who  chooses  to  refer 
to  Griesbach,  may  satisfy  himself  of  the  truth  of  this  state- 
ment. 

He  says  the  office  of  a  Jewish  High  Priest  was  to  atone, 
not  to  cleanse.  But  the  two  chapters  which  he  read  out  of 
the  Hebrews  show  that  it  was  the  office  of  a  priest  to  cleanse. 
If  you  look  at  them,  you  will  find  that  the  whole  object  of 
the  sacrifices  there  referred  to  was  to  cleanse,  to  purify  : 
and  Christ's  sacrifices  also  is  spoken  of  in  those  chapters  a& 
cleansing  men's  sotds  from  dead  works,  as  the  old  sacrifices 
cleansed  the  bodies  of  the  offerers  from  ceremonial  pollution. 

He  says  I  confound  the  reconciliation  of  man  to  God,  and 
the  reconciliation  of  God  to  man.  I  do  no  such  thing. 
There  is  but  one  reconciliation  between  God  and  man,  and 
that  is,  the  reconciliation  of  man  to  God.  We  have  no 
mention  of  reconciling  God  to  man.  God  is  never  recon- 
ciled to  sin  ;  nor  can  he  look  with  approval  upon  any  man 
till  he  is  redeemed  from  sin. 

He  speaks  again  of  Christ  removing  a  legal  barrier  to  for- 
giveness. But  there  is  no  mention  of  any  such  thing  in  the 
Scriptures. 

He  says  the  invitation  to  man  to  be  reconciled  to  God  is 
grounded  on  Christ's  sacrifice.  True.  Christ's  sacrifice 
shows  that  men  are  unreasonable  in  sinning  against  God, — 
that  God  is  love ; — it  also  shows  that  men  have  no  reason  for 
being  afraid  that  God  will  reject  them  if  they  return  to 
obedience.  The  sacrifice  was  a  proof  inat  God  was  love ; 
and  that  they  had  no  reason  to  fear  he  would  reject  them, 
and  it  was  therefore  very  properly  made  the  ground  of  the 
exhortation  to  men  to  be  reconciled  to  God. 

He  says  Christ's  death  has  placed  all  men  in  a  salvable 
€tate.  I  answer,  the  Scriptures  never  speak  in  that  way. 
There  is  not  a  word  to  intimate  that  men  were  ever  in  any 
ether  than  a  salvable  state,  if  they  gave  up  their  sins,  and 
returned  to  God. 

He  says  the  Gospel  presents  the  most  powerful  induce- 
ments to  obedience.  Very  true,  as  Christ  taught  it.  But 
the  Gospel  as  perverted  hy  false  orthodoxy  does  not  present 
the  same  motives.  According  to  that  system,  God  can 
accept  as  a  substitute  for  man's  obedience  the  sufferings  of 
Another  ;  according  to  that  system  people  may  still  be  ac- 
cepted, though  disobedient,  if  they  trust  in  Christ's  merits  ; 
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CO  that  people  may  live  as  they  please.  J  was  conversing 
with  a  preacher  once,  who  acknowledged  that  he  did  not 
•do  his  best,  and  said  if  he  had  no  other  expectation  of 
mercy,  than  what  was  grounded  on  a  consciousness  of  his 
own  faithfulness,  he  could  have  no  hope  of  salvation  at  all. 
His  hope  was,  that  though  he  did  not  do  his  best,  yet  Christ 
had  atoned  for  him  :  and  he  trusted  in  Christ's  merits.  On 
the  contrary,  /  confessed  that  I  could  not  expect  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  heaven  unless  I  did  my  best.  It  is  the  same  still. 
I  could  never  expect  'God  either  to  hear  my  prayers,  or 
receive  me  to  heaven,  unless  I  kept  his  commandments.  I 
liave  no  trust  in  any  one^s  merits.  The  Scriptures  do  not 
warrant  any  such  trust.  I  trust  simply  in  what  God  sajrs^ 
that  he  is  good,  and  that  if  I  endeavour  to  do  his  will,  he 
will  receive  me  into  everlasting  blessedness  in  heaven.  And 
the  tendency  of  tMs  belief  to  promote  obedience  is  most 
manifest.  Perhaps  some  of  you  may  have  heard  of  a  con- 
versation which  took  place  in  this  town,  between  a  friend 
who  is  present,  and  another — an  orthodox  person.  The 
friend  who  is  present  was  replying  to  some  charges  from  the 
'Orthodox  party,  and  contending  that  Christ's  sacrifice  availed 
nothing  if  it  did  not  make  people  good,  and  he  contended 
that  those  who  were  counted  heterodox  were  as  good  people 
-as  others,  if  not  much  better.  And  he  referred  to  some 
individuals — such  as  Penn,  Channing,  Priestley,  and  the 
iik^,  who  were  all  good  men,  notwithstanding  their  hetero- 
»-dox  notions.  The  orthodox  individual  replied,  "  Aye,  poor 
ithings,  they  had  Tieed  be  good  ;  they  had  nothing  «lse  to 
trust  too.*'  (Laughter.)  Plainly  intimating  that  there  was 
not  so  much  need  for  her  to  be  good,  as  she  had  something 
«lse  to  trust  to.  She  trusted  in  the  merits  of  Christ,  and 
rolled  her  sinful  soul  on  the  atoning  blood.  The  influence 
of  such  a  doctrine  is  to  make  people  quite  careless  whether 
they  be  wise  and  good  or  not.  There  are  multitudes  at  this 
hour,  who  are  wasting  their  lives  to  no  purpose  whatever, 
under  the  influence  of  this  doctrine,  comforting  themselves, 
meanwhile,  by  trusting  in  the  goodness  and  the  righteous- 
ness of  another.  I  had  been  preaching  on  this  subject  in  a 
-ceitain  place  some  time  ago,  showing  that  the  doctrine  of 
trusting  in  Christ's  merits  was  unscriptural ;  that  there  was 
no  such  thing  as  the  merits  of  Christ  in  the  whole  Bible. 
A  man  was  present  who  had  been  a  professor  of  religion 
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some  20  or  30  years  ;  and  what  was  the  effect  of  this  doc- 
trine ?  He  said,  surely  it  was  time  for  him  to  begin  to  look 
about  him,  and  to  think  of  living  better,  if  he  was  to 
answer  for  himself     [Cries  of  "  Question,**  "  Question.*'] 

Mr.  Grant  : — You  have  no  right  to  speak. 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — I  should  take  it  to  be  too  near  the  ques- 
tion for  any  person  that  is  interrupting  the  speaker. 

Mr.  Barker  : — The  man  never  had  heard,  and  was  as- 
tonished when  he  did  hear,  that  there  was  not  a  word  in  the- 
Bible  about  trusting  in  Christ's  merits.  Says  he,  "  These  are 
sad  tidings,  I  have  been  trusting  in  Christ's  merits  for' 
twenty-five  or  thirty  years ;  and  now  it  seems  there  is  no- 
mck  thing  to  trust  to.  It  is  time  I  was  looking  about  me, 
and  beginning  to  mend,  if  I  am  to  fare  according  to  my  own 
works."  And  this  is  the  natural  influence  of  the  doctrine. 
There  are  thousands  of  careless  professing  Christians  who  arfr 
selfish,  ill-tempered,  unjust,  unfaithful  as  shop-keepers,  not 
scrupling  to  break  and  cheat  their  creditors,  because  they  are 
trusting  to  something  else  for  acceptance,  and  not  to  their 
own  obedience.  (Hissing.)  Men  sin  by  day,  and  trust  in 
Christ's  merits  at  night  j-^-they  think  all  is  right  while  they 
cast  their  sinful  souls  on  him,  though  they  neglect  what  is 
required  of  themselves. 

Reference  was  made  to  the  words  of  Isaiah, — "  He  shall 
magnify  the  law  and  make  it  honourable."  This  passage  haa 
no  reference  to  Christ :  and  God's  law  is  made  most  honour- 
able, when  it  is  so  unfolded  as  to  win  man's  hearty  obedience. 

He  referred  to  the  passage  where  Christ  told  the  disciples 
that  they  should  be  baptized  with  the  baptism  that  he  was 
baptized  with,  and  drink  of  the  cup  that  he  drank  of ;  and 
he  said  that  that  passage  did  not  show  that  the  sufferings  of 
those  men  should  be  equal  to  his  own.  Now  you  shall  hear 
the  passage.  He  asked  them  the  question, — "  Are  ye  able 
to  drink  of  the  cup  that  I  shall  drink  of,  and  to  be  baptized 
with  the  baptism  that  I  am  baptized  with  ?"  What  does 
this  mean,  but  to  ask  them  if  they  could  bear  the  same  lot 
he  had  to  bear  1  They  say.  Yes,  we  are  able.  And  he  says, 
— "  Ye  shall  indeed  drink  of  my  cup,  and  be  baptized  with 
the  baptism  that  I  am  baptized  with  ;  but  to  sit  on  my  right 
hand,  and  on  my  left,  is  not  mine  to  give,  except  to  them  for 
whom  it  is  prepared  of  my  Father.**  If  the  same  be  not 
eqtud^  if  the  same  be  not  equal  to  equaly  I  know  not  what 
isrords  mean. 
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He  referred  to  the  sufferings  of  martyrs  ;  and  said,  that 
tli^  were  external,  but  that  Christ* s  sufTerings  were  inter- 
nal. This  is  proof  enough  to  me  that  he  knows  nothing  of 
what  a  martyr's  sufferings  are.  The  external  sufferings  of  a 
martyr  are  li^ht  and  trivial  compared  with  the  internal  suf- 
ferings which  he  has  to  endure  ;  and  if  my  opponent  should 
ever  be  called  upon  to  share  the  martyr's  lot, — if  he  should 
ever  be  called  upon  to  try  what  it  is  either  to  live  or  die  a 
martyr,  he  will  find  it  out. 

He  says,  Look  at  the  deaths  of  martyrs  ;  how  joyful  and 
noble  they  are  I  Why,  it  seems  that  in  addition  to  not  hav- 
ing been  a  martyr,  he  has  not  even  read  attentively  the  mar- 
tyrs' lives,  or  else  he  would  have  found  that  they  frequently 
suffered  most  fearfully  in  their  souls  ;  and  that  Cranmer, 
though  he  at  last  mustered  courage  to  die,  did,  on  his  .firsC 
trial,  suffer  so  much  in  his  soul,  that  he  recanted  the  doc- 
trines which  he  had  before  maintained.  If  my  opponent 
would  read  the  History  of  the  Reformation,  -and  consult  the- 
story  of  Luther  in  particular,  he  would  there  find  that  others- 
suffered  grievously  in  spirit,  and  had  fearful  mental  agony,. 
as  well  as  the  Saviour.  And  if  he  were  to  read  the  hymns^ 
of  John  Wesley,  he  would  find  that  he  even  prays  to  be  bap- 
tized with  the  same  mental  agony  which  Christ  suffered^ 
plainly  understanding  it  to  be  no  more  than  what  his  followers 
might  share. 

He  says,  the  greatness  of  Christ's  sufferings  cannot  be  ac- 
counted for  on  any  other  principle  but  that  they  were  a  sat- 
isfaction to  justice,  and  that  Jesus  groaned  beneath  the 
weight  of  our  sins.  I  answer,  the  greatness  of  Christ's  suf- 
ferings cannot  be  explained  at  all  on  that  principle.  The 
principle  is,  that  Christ's  sufferings,  if  he  had  been  only  a. 
man,  could  not  have  satisfied  divine  justice  at  all  ;  but  ia 
consequence  of  his  Godhead  being  united  with  his  manhood, 
the  sufferings  of  Christ  were  infinitely  meritorious  and  could 
satisfy  divine  justice.  But,  mark  you  ;  if  the  union  of  the 
Godhead  with  the  manhood  would  make  Christ's  sufferings 
infinitely  meritorious,  the  very  same  thing  would  have  made 
the  slightest  pang  imaginable  infinitely  meritorious.  The 
principle  laid  down  by  my  opponent  is,  that  every  thiiig  is 
infinite  that  is  done  by  an  infinite  being.  So  that  it  was  not 
necessary  at  all  on  this  principle  that  Christ  should  suffer  so 
much.    All  that  was  necessary  was  one  pain— one  pang,  how-- 
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ever  slight ;  for  it  was  not  the  greatness  of  the  suffering y  but 
the  unity  of  divinity  with  rrw/nkood  which  made  it  infinitely 
meritorious.  But  on  our  theory  the  greatness  of  Christ's  suf- 
ferings may  be  accounted  for.  His  disciples  were  to  drink  the 
same  cup,  and  to  be  baptized  with  the  same  baptism.  They 
needed  an  example  therefore.  They  needed  a  proof,  too,  that 
man,  in  his  greatest  trials,  could  still  be  supported  and  comfor- 
ted by  God  ;  that  the  heaviest  trials  could  be  borne  consistent 
vdth  perfect  virtue  ;  that  the  greatest  sufferings  that  can  be  en- 
dured are  still  overruled  for  good,  and  turned  to  happy 
account  for  the  sufferer.  Christ's  sufferings  answered  these 
ends.  His  sufferings  were  also  needful  to  enable  him  to 
sympathize  with  his  people,  that  he  might  be  prepared  to 
succour  them.  On  our  principle,  there  are  many  reasons 
for  the  greatness  of  Christ's  sufferings  :  on  the  orthodox  theory, 
there  is  no  reason  at  all. 

He  says,  Christ  was  made  accountable  for  our  sins  by  God. 
If  my  opponent  -understood  what  he  said,  he  must  have  felt 
that  he  was  uttering  an  awful  blasphemy.  God  makes  no  man 
accountable  for  another  man's  sins.  There  are  only  two  ways 
in  which  this  could  be  done  , — either  through  mistake  ;  or 
with  the  knowledge  that  it  was  a  false  imputation.  Now 
God  can  never  make  another  person  accountable  through 
mistake.  He  cannot  make  a  mistake.  Therefore  he  must, 
on  my  opponent's  theory,  have  done  it  knowingly,  and  im- 
puted our  sins  to  Christ  when  he  knew  that  they  were  not 
his.  He  must  have  been  guilty  of  what  a  common  serf,  or 
a  half-civilized  man,  would  not  have  been  guilty  of. 

He  says,  Christ  endured  a  d^ath  he  did  not  deserve.  I 
answer,  Do  we  never  suffer  any  thing  but  what  we  deserve  ? 
Do  we  not  see,  rather,  that  those  who  deserve  least  sufferings 
generally  get  most  ]  Did  not  the  apostle  say, — "  If  in  this 
life  only  we  have  hope  in  Christ,  we  are  of  all  men  most 
miserable."  Were  not  the  apostles  generally  among  the 
greatest  of  sufferers  ?  God's  plan  is,  that  as  sufTering  has  a  ten- 
dency to  make  people  perfect,  even  as  Jesus  himself  was 
made  perfect  thi'ough  sufTering,  men  who  are  faithful  to  a 
little  light  shall  have  a  little  extra  suffering,  that  they  may 
be  strengthened  in  faith  and  virtue  thereby  ;  and  he  con- 
tinues to  give  his  faithful  ones  more  and  more  suffering,  in 
order  that  they  may  be  more  and  more  partakers  of  his 
holiness. 


396 

There  is  a  passage  in  Romans  which  I  have  never  read  to 
you,  but  which  unfolds  very  strikingly  the  end  for  which 
Jesus  Christ  was  made  a  sin-offering.  It  is  in  the  8th  chap- 
ter, 3rd  and  4th  verses, — "  For  what  the  law  could  not  do 
in  that  it  was  weak  through  the  flesh,  God  hath  done, .by 
sending  his  own  Son  in  the  likeness  of  sinful  flesh,  and,  mak- 
ing him  a  sin-offering,  condemning  sin  in  the  flesh  :  that  the 
rigJUeotisness  of  the  law  might  he  fulfilled  in  us,  who  walk  not 
after  the  flesh,  but  after  the  Spirit."  Christ  is  thus  said  to 
be  made  a  sin-offering,  not  that  God  might  be  satisfied,  but 
that  we  might  be  made  strong  to  do  our  duty,  and  to  fulfil 
the  righteousness  of  the  law. 

Christ  died  the  just  for  the  unjust,  we  are  told.  Yes  ; 
Ibut  why  did  not  my  opponent  read  the  after  part  of  the 
^erse,  which  says  it  was  to  "bring  us  to  God,"  not  to  satisfy 
God's  justice  ? 

The  end  for  which  Christ  was  sent  by  God  is  beautifully 

illustrated  in  the  parable  of  the  husbandmen;     The  owner  of 

the  vineyard  sent  his  servants  first,  to  seek  for  fruit ;  but  the 

husbandmen  took  them  and  beat  and  stoned  them.     He  sent 

others  ;  but  they  treated  them  in  the  same  way.     Last  of 

-all,  he  sent  his  Son,  and  says,  "  Surely  they  vnU  reverence 

'mv  Son."     But  he  was  taken  and  treated  ic  the  same  manner 

by  these  rebellious  and  ungrateful  men.     Such  is  Christ's 

own  representation  of  the  object  for  which  he  was  sent, 

,iiamely,  to  bring  men  to  render  to  God  his  due.     Not  the 

:  slightest  intimation  is  given  that  Christ  was  sent  for  any 

vthii^  else  but  to  get  fruit — to  bring  men  to  love  and  serve 

"God,  which  is  God's  due. 

There  are  two  or  three  other  parables  which  present  God's 

♦  character  in  a  striking  way,  and  unfold  the  principles  on 

which  he  acts  towards  sinners.     One  is  the  parable  of  the 

.^ng  who  had  a  great  debtor,  who  owed  him  ten  thousand 

talents.     The  king  calls  for  the  money :  the  man  says  he 

-cannot  pay  ;  but  falling  down,  he  beseeches  him  to  have 

patience  with  him,  and  promises  to  do  his  best  to  pay  him 

V  all.     The  king,  moved  with  compassion,  Jorgims  him  all. 

The  man  goes  out,  and  meets  a  feUow-servant  who  owes  him 

wK  hundred  pence.     He  demands  the  iiundred  pence.     The 

r  fellow-servant  beseeches  him,  saying,  Have   patience  with 

\mc,  and  I  will  pay  thee  all.    He  will  not.    He  casts  him  into 

j)rison.     And,  because  the  man  who  had  so  much  forgiven 


397 

liiiii,  did  not  forgive  his  brother,  the  forgiveness  is  withdrawn, 
and  he  is  cast  into  prison.  But  here,  also,  it  appears  God 
did  not  ask  for  satisfaction.  All  he  asked  for,  was  a  dis- 
position to  pay  when  able,  and  then  the  whole  debt  was 
frankly  forgiven. 

Another  parable  which  Jesus  spake  to  represent  God's 
character  and  his  conduct  towards  repenting  sinners,  is  that 
of  the  Prodigal  Son.  The  son  had  sinned  against  his  father. 
The  father  was  grieved  at  his  conduct.  But  when  the  son 
returned  penitent  to  the  father's  house,  what  was  the  conduct 
of  the  fsither  ?  Did  he  say,  I  cannot  take  you  back  until  the 
money  you  have  wasted  is  restored  ;  or  until  some  one  makes 
satisfaction  for  the  pain  I  have  suffered  in  consequence  of 
your  extravagance  and  ill  conduct  ?  No  ;  his  penitence  is 
satisfaction  sufficient.  The  father  falls  upon  his  neck  and 
kisses  him,  and  freely  forgives  him  all. 

Another  parable  is  that  of  the  barren  fig-tree,  "  Cut  it 
«d6wn,*'  says  one  ;  "  why  cumbers  it  the  ground  1"  But 
another  says,  ^' Spare  it  another  year,  till  I  shall  dig  about  it, 
«nd  dung  it,  and  if  it  bear  fruit,  wdly  and  if  not,  then,  after 
that,  thou  shalt  cut  it  down."  He  does  not  say  that  he  will 
make  satisfaction  for  its  fruitlessness, — that  he  will  find  ano- 
ther tree  that  will  bear  fruit  for  it ;  but  he  says,  "  I  will  di^ 
ojbout  ity  and  manure  it ;  and,  if  it  bear  FRUIT,. wbll  :  if 
not,  then,  after  that,  thou  shalt  cut  it  down." 

I  might  go  through  the  whole  New  Testament,  and  find 
in  almost  every  passage  and  parable,  fresh  proofs  of  the  prin- 
ciples I  advocate ;  fresh  proofs  that  all  God  wants  of  man  is  a 
good  heart,  and  a  good  life  ;  that  when  people  bring  theM 
sacrifices  he  is  always  well  pleased ;  that  all  other  sacrifices 
are  nothing  thought  of  by  God  ;  that  the  sacrifice  of  Christ 
himself  is  nothing  except  in  so  far  as  it  reclaims  men  from 
sin,  restores  them  to  holiness,  and  thus  brings  them  to  hap- 
piness, to  heaven,  and  to  God. 

I  again  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  my  opponent 
has  not  given  a  single  plain,  straightforward  passsage  of 
Scripture  teaching  any  thing  like  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction 
to  justice,  or  of  any  of  those  principles  entering  into  the 
theory  of  that  doctrine. 

Their  theory,  he  says,  is  necessary  to  discountenance  sin. 
But  it  does  the  contrary.  It  provides  a  substitiUe  for  the 
dinner.     Ours  makes  the  destruction  of  sin  every  thing  :  and 
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tells  us  that  our  sins  will  lie  at  our  own  door,  and  will  not  be 
imputed  to  another, — ^that  every  man  must  stand  or  fall  by 
his  own  deeds, — that  the  soul  that  sinneth  i^all  die. 

He,  says  the  Gospel  shows  us  God  in  the  face  of  Christ. 
Yes  :  and  I  wish  people  would  learn  to  study  God's  charac- 
ter in  Christ.  When  we  see  what  JesUs  was,  we  know  what 
God  is  ;  for  Jesus  is  God's  image  or  resemblance.  But  when 
did  Jesus  ask  for  satisfaction  1  What  was  there  like  that 
stern,  unbending  justice,  or  that  implacaWe  spirit  about  him, 
which  is  ascribed  by  orthodox  doctrines  to  God  ?  Jesus  was 
the  image  of  love  ;  and  if  he  was  the  image  of  God^  then  God 
is  love,  and  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  to  justice  is  a  fiction. 

He  says  God's  character  is  all  blackness  in  the  law.  I 
reply.  Nay  ;  the  law  proclaims  God  to  be  merciful  and  gra- 
cious, slow  to  anger,  abounding  in  goodness  and  mercy,  par- 
doning iniquity,  transgression,  and  sin.  We  are  also  taught 
in  the  Old  Testament,  that  "  God  is  good  to  all,  and  that  his 
tender  mercies  are  over  all  his  works." 

He  says,  Christ's  propitiation  is  necessary  to  harmonize  the 
claims  of  justice  with  the  exercise  of  mercy.  I  answer,  we 
have  not  a  hint  in  the  Scriptures,  that  the  claims  of  justice 
and  the  exercise  of  mercy,  were  ever  at  variance.  These 
things  are  all  dreams  of  theologians. 

He  says  I  rejected  the  miraculous  conception  against  the 
clearest  evidence.  If  I  have  not  given  you  the  clearest  evi- 
dence that  it  is  a  human  fiction,  I,  of  course,  leave  the  matter. 
But  that  doctrine,  I  imagine,  is  overthrown  for  ever,  without 
the  chance  of  my  opponent  being  able  to  restore  it  to  its 
former  position  again. 

He  says,  I  placed  the  Scriptures  on  a  level  with  the  Koran. 
The  statement  is  a  slander.  I  simply  stated,  that  if,  by  an 
infallible  guide,  was  merely  meant  something,  which,  if  we 
used  it  to  the  best  of  our  ability,  would  secure  to  us  God*s 
favour  and  affection,  then  it  followed  that  any  books  which 
God  might  grant  to  man  would  be  infallible  guides,  for  they 
would  do  the  same ;  for  God  only  requires  of  a  person  a  faith- 
ful improvement  of  the  light  and  talents  he  possesses. 

My  opponent  then  came  to  Christ's  divinity  ;  but  as  he 
proceeded  but  partially  into  the  subject,  I  shall  again  go  to 
his  own  writings.  I  have  already  given  you  some  of  his 
arguments  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  my 
replies  thereto.     I  have  examined  his  pretended  quotations 
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from  Pagan  writers,  and  from  Jewish  writers,  and  shown 
that  they  were  falsehoods  and  forgeries.  1  have  shown  that 
there  are  no  such  words  to  be  found  in  Jonathan's  Targuni, 
as  he  mentioned  ;  and  >  that  there  is  not  the  slightest  hint  of 
a  trinity,  to  be  found  in^eneca.  I  have  also  examined  some 
of  the  passages  of  Scripture  from  which  he  endeavoured  to 
bring  evidence  to  support  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity.  I  now 
proceed  to  others. 

In  one  place,  my  opponent  seeks  to  prove  the  trinity  from 
Numbers  vi.  24, — "Jehovah  bless  thee,  and  keep  thee  :  Je- 
hovah make  his  face  to  shine  upon  thee,  and  be  gracious 
unto  thee  :  Jehovah  lift  up  his  countenance  upon  thee,  and 
give  thee  peace."  Because  Jehovah  is  tlirice  mentioned,  he 
supposes  there  are  three  persons,  who  are  each  Jehovah. — 
But  if  this  passage  prove  three  anythingSy  it  will  prove  three 
Jehovaks.  It  will  prove  more  than  a  trinity  of  Gods,  it  will 
prove  a  trinity  of  Jkhovahs.  If  the  language  be  sb*ictly 
proper f  as  my  opponent  understands  propriety,  then  there  are 
Jehovah  first,  Jehovah  second,  and  Jehovah  third,  all  sepa- 
rate persons.  This  will  make  nine  Gods  ;  for  Jehpvah  has 
been  already  proved  to  be  Elokim^  Gods,  that  is  three  Gods 
at  least,  and  three  Jehovahs  will  be  nine  Gods.  In  reality, 
however,  the  passage  proves  nothing  more  than  this, — rthat 
there  were  three  forms  of  blessing,  with  which  the  priest  was 
directed  to  bless  the  children  of  Israel.  It  says  not  one 
word — ^it  gives  not  the  least  hint  of  any  trinity.  And  the 
whole  Bible  proves  there  is  only  one  Jehovah,  and  only  one 
God.  Again  ;  if  you  look  at  Wilson's  Concessions,  you  will 
find  that  even  Trinitarians  themselves  reject  this  argument, 
and  acknowledge  that  it  is  dangerous  to  rest  the  doctrine- 
upon  such  slender  proofs. 

Again  ;  he  attempts  to  prove  the  trinity  from  the  words, 
Holy  of  Holies ;  or,  as  he  renders  it,  Holy  place  of  the  Holy 
Ones.  But  if  there  be  holy  ones  in  the  Godhead,  they  are, 
according  to  the  Old  Testament,  Holy  Gods,  not  mer^  dis- 
tinctions,— they  are  so  many  Gods  in  one  Jehovah  ;  not  so 
many  persons  in  one  God.  But  we  have  proved  there  is  but 
one  God.  God  is  expressly  declared  to  be  the  holy  One^  not 
the  holy  Ones  ;  the  high  and  lofty  One^  not  the  high  and  lofty 
Ones^  supposing  the  texts  to  be  correctly  translated ;  and  these 
passages  also  which  declare  God  to  be  one  are  perfectly 
plain  ;  and  we  must  not  use  obscure  phrases  to  darken  plain 
onesj  but  plain  declarations  to  explain  dark  ones. 
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My  opponent  next  employs  Isa.  xlix.  16, — "  And  now 
the  Lord  Jehovah  and  his  spirit  hath  sent  me."  But  fA*> 
passage  also,  if  it  prove  three  angtkings,  will  prove  three^ 
Gods  ;  for  wherever  God  is  spoken  of  as  more  than  one,  it  is 
as  Elohim^  Gods,  not  as  unintelligible  distinctions ;  and  my 
opponent  says  this  language  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures  is 
STRICTLY  PROPER— the  very  language  which  God  himself 
has  chosen  as  best  adapted  to  express  his  nature.  If  so,  his 
nature  is  Gods.  But  the  meaning  of  the  passage  is  simply 
this, — God  has  sent  me,  Isaiah,  by  his  spirit. 

He  also  brings  forward  Isa.  vi.  8 — 10,  as  a  proof  of  the 
trinity, — "  Whom  shall  I  send,  and  who  will  go  for  us,  &c  ?'* 
And  he  refers  to  John  xii.  41,  and  Acts  xxviii.  25,  to  prove- 
that  the  Son  of  God  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  two  quite  distinct 
persons  from  God  the  Father,  were  present  with  the  Father 
when  he  said, — "  Whom  shall  I  send,  and  who  will  go  for 
us  ?"  But  if  my  opponent  is  resolved  to  have  three  some- 
things in  the  Godhead,  he  must  have  the  three  unfolded 
in  the  Scriptures  themselves,  namely,  Elohim,  Gods,  and  not 
three  indescribable,  unintelligible  distinctions.  There  mttst  be 
three  Gods  if  his  principle  be  true.  He  must  remember  his 
words,  that  God  knows  better  than  man  in  what  way  his 
nature  can  be  best  declared  or  revealed.  He  must  not  make 
himself  vnser  than  God,  by  putting  his  own  unmeaning 
words  in  the  place  of  God's  most  strict  and  proper  words^ 
If  my  opponent  will  not  have  Jehovah's  three  Gods,  he  must 
excuse  us  if  we  refuse  to  have  his  three  unintelligible  dis- 
tinctions. But  this  passage  also  is  given  up  by  many  learned 
Trinitarians,  who  have  found  fault  with  their  brethren  for 
their  attempts  to  build  the  doctrine  on  such  an  insecure 
foundation.  And  the  quotations  from  John  xii.  41,  and 
Acts  xxviii.  25,  do  not  prove  that  any  one  was  present  with 
the  one  Jehovah  when  he  spake  these  words  ;  and  I  repeat, 
that  many  Trinitarians  regard  the  attempt  to  prove  the 
trinity  from  these  and  similar  passages  as  very  foolish. 

My  opponent  next  goes  to  the  New  Testament  in  search 
of  arguments  for  the  trinity,  but  without  success.  The  first 
passage  which  he  quotes  is  from  the  account  of  Christ's 
baptism.  When  the  spirit  descended  on  Christ  in  a  bodily 
shape,  like  a  dove,  and  a  voice  from  heaven  proclaimed, 
"  This  is  my  beloved  son  in  whom  I  well  pleased."  Now 
there  is  not  a  word  nor  a  hint  about  the  trinity  in  this  whole 
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passage.  To  teach  the  trinity,  it  should  have  said,  or  at  least 
hinted,  that  Christ  was  God,  that  the  Holy  Ghost  was  God,  and 
the  Father  God  ;  and  that  these  are  three  separate  and  dis- 
tinct persons,  and  yet  are  one  God.  But  it  says  not  a  word, 
nor  gives  the  least  hint,  of  any  of  these  things.  Christ  is 
represented  simply  as  a  man,  appointed  by  God  to  be  the 
Messiah  :  the  Holy  Spirit  descends  as  God's  annointing,  or  as 
a  visible  testimony  to  Christ's  Messiah  ship  ;  and  the  o«/y 
GOD  that  appears  in  the  scene  is  God  the  Father,  who  pro- 
nounces Jesus  to  be  his  beloved  Son. 

His  next  argument  is  2  Cor.  xiii.  14, — "  The  grace  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  love  of  God,  and  the  communion  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  be  with  you  all."  But  here,  again,  there 
is  not  the  slightest  hint  about  a  trinity  of  persona.  The 
passage  does  not  say.  The  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
who  is  God  the  Son  ;  the  love  of  God,  who  is  God  the 
Father  ;  and  the  communion  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  who  is  God 
the  Holy  Spirit ;  but,  "  the  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
and  the  love  of  God,^'  as  if  the  second  mentioned  were  the 
<mlt/  God  there  is.  The  passage  mentions  only  one  God. 
To  be  orthodox,  it  should  have  been,  The  blessing  of  God 
the  Father,  God  the  Son,  and  God  the  Holy  Spirit,  three 
persons  in  one  God,  &c.  Instead  of  that,  neither  Jesus  nor 
the  Holy  Ghost  is  mentioned  as  God.  One,  only,  is  called 
God.  The  simple  meaning  of  the  passage  is  this  :  the  apostle 
wishes  that  the  Corinthians  might  cherish  in  their  souls  the 
same  grace  or  charity  as  Jesus  cherished  in  his  soul ;  that  the 
love  of  God, — such  love  to  one  another  as  God  had  towards 
^em,  might  dwell  in  them — that  God's  own  spirit  might 
dwell  in  them,  prompting  them  to  benevolent  labours ;  and 
that  the  gifts  of  the  spirit  might  be  showered  upon  them 
richly,  to  qualify  them  for  their  benevolent  labours.  In 
another  passage  Paul  says,  "  My  love  be  with  you  all."  But 
we  cannot  suppose  that  he  pra^a  to  his  own  love  as  God. 
Such  passages  simply  express  the  apostle*s  good  wishes  ;  and 
are  equivalent  to  such  expressions  as,  The  best  blessings  of 
heaven  be  with  you  ;  the  blessings  of  time,  and  the  blessings 
of  eternity  be  with  you. 

These  are  the  only  arguments  that  my  opponent  gives  in  his 
'  tracts  in  support  of  the  trinity,  and  it  is  plain  that  they  prove 
jio  such  doctrine. 

He  next  attempts  to  prove  the  deity  of  Christ ;  but  before 
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I  follow  him  in  his  argumentations  on  that  point,  I  am  wish- 
ful to  give  you  some  further  proofs  that  God  is  not  three 
persons,  or  three  Gods,  but  simply  one.  We  have  seen  that 
the  only  plurality  hinted  at  in  the  Scriptures  is  a  plurality  of 
Gods  ;  so  that  if  they  did  teach  three  anythings,  they  would 
teach  three  Gods.     Now — 

If  the  Scriptures  plainly  teach  that  there  is  not  a  plurality 
of  Gods,  but  only  one  God,  the  theory  of  the  trinity  will  be 
entirely  demolished.     What,  then,  do  the  Scriptures  say  ? 

My  opponent  says, — "  God  being  the  author  of  the  sacred 
records,  and  having  given  them  to  man  for  such  important 
purposes,  it  must  be  admitted  that  he  has  expressed  himself 
in  appropriate  language — in  language  the  best  fitted  to  con- 
vey suitable  ideas  of  himself,  and  of  all  the  truths  he  has 
graciously  revealed.  It  will  follow,  then,  as  a  general  prin- 
ciple," says  he,  "  that  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  Scriptures 
is  the  true  one  ;  that  as  they  are  addressed  to  the  common 
understanding  of  mankind,  that  interpretation  which  a  plain 
honest  enquirer  gathers  from  the  surface  of  the  sacred  text, 
is  the  one  which  God  intended  to  convey."  See  page  73  of 
his  tracts.  He  adds, — "  This  rule  will  especially  a-PPty  to 
those  parts  of  the  sacred  Scriptures  which  teach  us  the  nature 
of  God,''  &c. 

Let  us,  then,  come  to  the  Scriptures  under  the  influence  of 
these  principles,  and  see  what  is  their  obvious  sense,  which 
strikes  at  once  the  common  understanding  of  mankind. 
What  is  the  language  of  Scripture  ?     Hark  you. 

"  Jehovah  our  God  is  ONE  Jehovah."  "  Hear,  O  Israel, 
the  Lord  our  God  is  ONE  Jehovah."  "  There  is  ONE  God, 
and  one  Mediator  between  God  and  men,  the  man  Christ 
Jesus."  "  Other  nations  may  have  gods  many,  and  lords 
many  ;  but  to  us  there  is  but  ONE  God,  the  FATHER, 
and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ." 

This  is  the  simple  doctrine  which  runs  through  the  Bible. 
God  generally  uses  singular  pronouns  when  he  speaks  of  him- 
self, giving  still  further  proof  that  he  is  One.  He  says,  "/,  even 
/,  am  Ae."  He  is  addressed  by  others  in  the  singular  number, 
in  the  Bible.  It  is  "thou,"  not  "you,"  which  the  sacred  writ- 
ers use  when  speaking  to  God.  It  is  not  the  holy  ^ree,  or 
mighty  three,  that  they  call  him  ;  but  the  holy  ONE,  the 
mighty  ONE,  the  high  and  lofty  ONE,  and  so  forth.  Take 
any  book  in  Scripture,  and  read  it  for  the  purpose  of  seeing 
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what  is  the  obvious  sense  of  their  language  when  speaking  of 
God,  and  you  shall  find  that  God  is  uniformly  spoken  of  as 
ONE.  Take  Genesis,  and  you  will  read,  "  In  the  beginning 
God  created  the  heavens  and  the  earth."  ^^God  created  man  in 
his  own  image,  in  the  image  of  God  created  he  him ;  male, 
and  female  created  he  them.*'  It  is  One  God.  Take  the 
New  Testament,  and  begin  with  the  Evangelist ;  there  is  still 
just  One  God.  "  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his 
only  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him  should 
not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life."  "  God  is  rich  in  mercy 
to  all  that  call  upon  him.''*  "  God  who  is  of  great  mercy  ac- 
cording to  the  abundant  love  wherewith  he  hath  called  us." 
**  The  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  love  of  God  be 
with  you."  "  There  is  One  God,  one  Lord,  one  Faith,  one 
Baptism."  .  And  so  on. 

Take  the  whole  Bible,  or  any  separate  book,  and  its  obvi- 
ous meaning  is,  that  there  is  just  one  God,  and  no  other  God 
but  one  ;  that  that  one  God  is  one,  not  three  ;  and  that  that 
one  God  is  the  FATHER,  not  Jesus  Christ — the  Father  of 
Jesus  Christ,  and  of  all  mankind.  And  again  ;  who  is  the 
true  God  ]  Hearken  to  Jesus.  When  some  person  called 
him  "good  master,"  he  said,  *'  Why  callest  thou  me  good  ? 
there  is  none  good  but  One,  that  is,  God."  On  another  occa- 
sion he  said,  **  Father,  I  have  finished  the  work  which  thou 
gavest  me  to  do."  "  FATHER,  this  is  life  eternal,  to  know 
thee,  THE  ONLY  TRUE  GOD,  and  Jesus  Christ,  whom 

THOU  HAST  SENT." 

Again  ;  facts  prove  that  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  Scrip- 
tures is  opposed  to  Trinitarianism.  I  refer  first  to  the  case 
of  Rammohun  Roy,  a  Hindoo,  a  Bramin,  who  became  a 
Christian  from  reading  the  Scriptures.  What  does  he  assert  ? 
He  tells  us  that  the  impression  that  there  was  but  One  God, 
or  that  God  was  One,  was  the  one  impression  in  reference  to 
the  Divine  Being,  which  the  Scriptures  made  upon  his  mind, 
and  by  the  help  of  the  same  Scriptures  he  was  enabled  to 
overturn  the  pretended  arguments  of  the  missionaries  when 
they  began  to  oppose  him,  and  to  advocate,  in  opposition  to 
him,  their  Trinitarian  views. 

I,  myself,  had  orthodoxy  taught  me  after  I  began  to  be 
religious,  and  to  some  extent  I  believed  it.  And  1  was 
treed  from  it  by  laying  aside  unscriptural  terms,  and  coming 
to  the  plain,  obvious  meaning  of  the  Scriptures.     I  believe 
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there  are  numbers  in  this  place  who  would  give  their  simple 
testimony  to  the  same  effect,  if  allowed.  And  there  are  num- 
^^ers  more  that  would  be  led  to  give  their  testimony  to  there 
being  dnly  one  God,  if  they  allowed  themselves  to  draw  their 
opinions  solely  from  the  Scriptures.  Were  people  to  read  the 
Bible,  without  having  their  minds  prejudiced  by  any  know- 
ledge of  an  orthodox  catechism,  or  creed,  or  prayer  book, 
what  is  the  impression  that  would  be  made  upon  their  minds 
by  reading  the  Scriptures  1  That  there  are  three  persons  in 
the  Godhead,  all  equal  and  united,  but  still  separate  and  dis- 
tinct ]  No.  Tlie  impression,  I  am  persuaded,  would  be, 
that  there  is  only  just  One  God,  and  that  that  One  God  sent 
Jesus,  his  Son,  to  teach  and  bless  mankind. 

John  Wesley  himself  tells  us,  in  one  of  his  sermons,  that 
perhaps  not  one  in  twenty  converted  persons  at  first  thinks 
any  thing  about  these  things.  The  truth  is,  people  generally, 
when  they  begin  to  be  religious,  think  of  only  One  Gt)d, 
They  afterwards  begin  to  think  of  the  matter — with  what 
assistances  I  need  not  mention,  and  t/ten  they  begin  to  think 
of  a  trinity.  John  Wesley  does  indeed  say  that  the  trinity 
is  implied  in  all  they  say.  But  of  course,  men  think  it  is 
implied  in  every  thing  they  hear,  when  they  have  once  got 
it  into  their  heads.  But  it  is  nevertheless  true,  that  people, 
when  first  they  are  converted,  think  only  of  One  God  ;  and  if 
priests  would  leave  them  alone,  they  would  never  think 
of  any  more. 

The  trinity,  then,  is  got  from  other  sources,  not  the  plain 
obvious  sense  of  the  Scriptures.  It  is  made  up  of  a  mixture 
of  the  doctrine  of  many  gods,  and  the  doctrihe  of  O/ie  God, 
— ^a  mixing  of  Paganism  and  Christianity. 

Again  ;  it  is  further  proved  that  the  obvious  sense  of 
Scripture  cannot  teach  a  trinity ;  for, 

1 .  It  never  uses  the  worS,  nor  any  words  like  it.  The  only 
word  that  it  uses,  that  is  supposed  to  indicate  a  trinity,  is 
Elohim  ;  and  that  is  Gods.  But  even  my  opponent,  though 
he  says  that  God's  words  are  always  right,  appropriate,  used 
on  purpose  to  express  his  nature,  and  should  be  taken  in 
their  obvious  sense  and  meaning,  won't  have  that  word  so 
taken. 

2.  The  Scriptures  never  tell  us  that  there  is  any  such 
mystery  as  the  trinity  in  the  Godhead,  which  cannot  be  re- 
irealed. 
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3  Supposing  the  orthodox  doctrine  to  be  the  true  one, 
the  Scriptures  must  be  wrong,  for  the  Scriptures  are  not 
orthodox. 

1.  To  be  orthodox,  they  ought  to  use  such  phrases  aifOocf 
the  Son,  and  God  the  Holy  Ghost,  as  well  as  God  the 
Father.     And  yet  they  never  do  any  thing  of  the  kind. 

2.  To  be  orthodox,  they  should  call  Christ  and  the  Holy 
Ghost  God,  as  often  and  as  plainly  as  the  Father.  But  what 
is  the  fact  ?  The  Father  is  called  God  one  thousand  three- 
hundred  and  twenty-six  times  ;  the  Son,  even  according  to 
orthodox  interpreters  themselves,  only  thirteen  times  ;  hea- 
then deities,  eleven  times  ;  heroes,  five  times  ;  messengers, 
twice,  &c.  And  the  thirteen  times  that  Jesus  is  supposed  to- 
be  called  God,  when  examined,  dwindle  down  to  one  or 
two  ;  and  in  those  one  or  two  the  word  is  applied,  not  in  the- 
highest  sense,  but  in  the  same  sense  as  it  is-  applied  to  Solo- 
mon. 

3.  To  be  orthodox,  they  oi^ht  to  call  Christ  the  God-man,. 
or  the  man-God.     And  yet  they  simply  calLhim  a  man. 

4.  To  be  orthodox,  they  should  state  that  Christ  has  two 
natures — that  he  possesses  the  properties  of  God  united  with  *j^ 
the  properties  of  man  ;  that  he  says  some  things  as  God,  and 
some  as  man  ;  and  that  he  does  some  things  as  God,  and 
some  as  man.  And  yet  the  Scriptures  never  give  the  slight- 
est hint  about  his  having  two  natures  ;  nor  ever  once  tell  us 
that  he  speaks  and  does  some  things  as  man,  and  some 
things  as  God. 

5.  In  order  that  the  Scriptures^  might  be  orthodox,  they 
ought  not  to  say  that  the  Father  was  incarnate ;  that  the  Father 
dwelt  in  the  man  Christ  Jesus :  they  ought  to  say  that  the 
Father  remained  in  heaven,  and  that  it  was  God  the  Son  that 
became  incarnate,  and  dwelt  in  Christ,  and  taught  the  doc- 
trines, and  did  the  works.  Whereas  the  Scriptures  always- 
speak  of  the  Father  as  dweUing  in  Christ ;  and  never  give 
us  a  hint  that  another  person,  called  God  the  Son,  dwelt  in. 
him.     So   that   the  Scriptures,  if  they  prove  any  form  of 

*the  Godhead  of  Christ,  prove  the  Swedenborgian  doctrine, 
that  Christ  is  the  only  God  ;  and  not  the  orthodox  theory  of 
three  Gods  or  persons.  They  tell  us  that  there  is  but  one- 
God,  and  they  tell  us  that  that  one  God  dwelt  in  Jesus.  And 
supposing  Christ  was  God,  it  only  proves  that  Jesus  was 
the  only  God,  and  not  that  there  are  three  persons  ia  one 
God. 
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6.  To  be  orthodox,  the  Scriptures  should  represent  Christ 
as  strong  enough,  and  wise  enough,  in  consequence  of  God 
the  Son  dweUing  in  him,  to  teach  right  doctrine,  and  to  do 
Wonderful  works  of  himself.  And  yet  the  Scriptures  always 
represent  Christ  as  unable  to  do  any  thing  of  hiftiself. 
They  teach  us,  that  he  derived  his  wisdom,  his  power,  his 
wonderful  works  and  his  doctrine,  all  from  the  Fadier.  They 
spe'ak  of  him  as  if  he  had  iio  strength  of  himself,  as  if  he 
must  have  God  the  Father  both  to  teach  him  his  doctrine, 
to  form  for  him  his  plans,  and  do  the  works. 

7.  To  be  orthodox,  they  should  contain  as  many  direc- 
tions to  pray  to  the  trinity,  and  to  the  Son,  and  to  the  Holy 
Ghost,  as  to  the  Father ;  and  they  should  contain  as  many 
examples  of  prayer  to  the  trinity,  to  Christ,  and  to  the  Holy 
Ghost,  as  to  the  Father.  But  they  do  no  such  thing.  Jesus 
simply  says  we  are  to  pray  to  the  Father.  "  When  ye  pray, 
say,  Our  Father,"  &c.  He  never  tells  us  to  pray  to  Am- 
9elf^  or  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  to  the  trinity.  And  he-  never 
prayed  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  or  paid  adoration  to  the  trinity 
himself.  I  say  he  ^lewr  tells  us  to  pray  to  himself;  but  he 
did  once  say,  "  In  that  day  ye  shall  a>sk  me  nothing  ;'*  but 
"  whatsoever  ye  shall  ask  the  Father  in  my  name,  he  will 
give  it  you.*'  He  forbade  prayer,  therefore,  to  himself :  he 
never  commanded  it  to  be  offered  to  the  Holy  Ghost :  he 
always  prayed,  and  always  taught  us  to  pray  to  the  Father, 
and  yet  my  opponent  would  attempt  to  make  the  Scriptures, 
forsooth,  teach  orthodoxy. 

8.  Again  ;  to  be  orthodox,  the  Scriptures  should  never 
speak  of  Christ  as  a  mMti^  without  some  qmlification.  My 
opponent  dare  not  call  Christ  a  man,  and  leave  it  there.  He 
thinks  that  such  a  way  of  speaking  would  i&rong  Jesus.  He 
will  have  him  to  be  man  as  to  one  part  of  his  nature  only. — 
He  therefore  calls  him  man-God,  and  God-man.  But  is  that 
Scripture  language  1  Nay  ;  the  Scriptures  speak  of  him  as 
a  man  constantly,  and  that  without  any  qualification  what- 
ever :  "  There  is  one  mediator  between  God  and  man,  the  man 
Christ  Jesus.'*  ' 

9.  To  be  orthodox,  the  Scriptures,  when  they  speak  of 
Christ  as  inferior  to  the  Father,  ought  to  qualify  the  words, 
and  sav  that  he  is  inferior  to  the  Father  only  in  one  of  his 
natures,  or  in  his  official  capacity.  But  they  do  not.  They 
declare  his  inferiority  without  qualification  ;  they  speak  of  him 
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as  absolutely  dependent  upon  God  for  every  thing.  They  never 
give  a  hint  that  he  is  equal  with  God.  I  am  aware  that  one 
or  two  pavssages  are  quoted  as  if  they  proved  this  :  but  when 
they  come  to  be  examined,  they  are  found  to  prove  equality 
in  authority  only,  just  as  an  ambassador  is  for  the  time  being 
equal  in  authority  or  power  with  the  prince  by  whom  he  is 
employed.  But  the  Scriptures  also  teach  us  that  Christ's 
authority  was  derived  from  God, — that  he  had  it  not  of  him- 
self, but  from  his  Father. 

1 0.  Again  ;  to  be  orthodox,  the  Scriptures  should  never 
speak  of  Jesus  Christ  as  being  ignorant  of  any  thing,  without 
telling  us  that  this  ignorance  referred  simply  to  part  of  him- 
self only. .  But  instead  of  that,  they  represent  him  as  saying, 
without  any  such  qualification.  "  Of  that  day  and  hour  know- 
eth  no  man  ;  no  not  the  angels  in  heaven  ;  nor  the  Son  ;  but 
the  Father  onl^.'' 

11.  To  be  orthodox,  the  Scriptures  ought,  when  they  use 
the  word  God,  to  apply  it  equally  to  the  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost.  The  word  God  should  not  be  used  in 
such  a  way  as  if  only  one  of  the  three  persons  in  the  God- 
head was  God.  They  ought  never  to  use  the  word  of  one 
only,  as  if  it  belonged  to  him  alone,  or  as  if  there  was  but 
one  alone,  who  is  God.  Yet  they  do  do  this,  quite  com- 
monly. They  say,  "  The  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the 
love  of  God,  and  the  fellowship  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  be  with 
you."  "  Godj  and  our  Cord  Jesus  Christ."  "  One  God, 
one  Lord,"  &c. 

12.  Again  ;  to  be  orthodox,  when  Christ  is  said  to  have 
been  sent  from  Heaven,  to  be  in  Heaven,  &c.,  it  should  not 
be  as  the  Son  of  man,  but  as  God  the  Son,  Yet,  **  God  the 
Son,^'  is  a  name  that  is  never  once  applied  to  him  ;  while  he 
is  regularly  called  the  Son  of  man,  when  spoken  of  as  coming 
from  God,  from  Heaven,  &c. 

[Some  confusion  here  occurred,  by  parties  endeavouring  to 
leave  the  room,  and  the  calls  made  upon  them  to  stop,  and 
allow  the  discussion  to  proceed.] 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — Let  them  retire.  They  have  as  much 
right  to  go  out,  if  they  wish  it,  as  Mr.  Barker  has  to  go  on. 
He  shall  have  his  time.  I  will  take  care  of  that.  Take  care 
of  your  part  of  the  business,  and  keep  quietness. 

Mr.  Barker  : — 13.  To  be  orthodox,  the  New  Testa- 
ment should  have  Tlieoi,  Gods,  answering  to  jElohim,  Gods, 
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in  the  Old  Testament.  But  it  has  no  such  thing.  It  always 
uses  Theogj  God.  In  short,  the  whole  Bible  is  heterodox  ; 
and  it  would  require  making  entirely  over  again,  to  be  made 
to  agree  and  harmonize  with  the  writings  of  the  orthodox 
Trinitarians. 

There  are  yet  other  proofs  that  the  trinity  is  not  true-. 
1 .  If  Trinitarianism  be  an  essential  doctrine,  it  should  have 
been  clearly,  expressly  revealed  ;  whereas  my  opponent  de- 
clares it  is  not  clearly  revealed,  bat  only  pardy  revealed  ; 
and  he  speaks  of  it  as  still  a  mystery, 

2.  Again  ;  essential  doctrines  should  not  be  left  to  be 
inferred  by  the  laborious  and  uncertain  exercise  of  reason^ 
according  to  our  opponent's  principles  ;  yet  it  is  by  the  labo^ 
rious  and  misdirected  use  of  reason  alone  that  the  doctrine  of 
the  trinity  is  inferred.  It  is  nowhere  plainly  taught.  It  has 
to  be  inferred  from  dark  intimations.  It  is  all  reason  ; 
though  reason  badly  employed. 

3.  Again ;  all  revelations  of  Christian  truth,  should,  ac- 
cording  to  Clirist  and  Paul,  be  inteUigihle ;  be  such  that 
they  may  be  understood,  and  command  themselves  to  peo- 
ple's judgments.  But  it  is  acknowledged  by  our  opponents 
themselves,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  is  not  intelligible  > 
and  it  is  plain  that  it  is  not  even  understood  by  our  oppo- 
nents, or  they  would  explain  it. 

4.  The  doctrine  of  the  trinity  is  flatly  opposed  to  our  reasony 
the  only  power  whi<jh  God  has  given  us  by  which  to  judge 
of  the  truth  of  doctrines.  Three  persons,  three  divine  beings, 
three  Gods  in  one  God,  is  a  flat  contradiction — an  absolute 
impossibility  ;  and  one  might  as  well  believe  any  falsehood^' 
as  believe  a  falsehood — a  doctrine  like  that. 

5.  Again  f  all  doctrines  taught  in  Scripture  can  be  express-^ 
ed  in  Scripture  words^  according  to  my  opponent's  own  ac- 
counL.  But  the  doctrine  of  the  trmity  cannot  be  expressed 
in  Scripture  words.  Its  advocates  have  been  obliged  to  in- 
vent a  new  set  of  words,  which  neither  God  nor  man  had 
ever  heard  of  before. 

6.  Again  ;  the  mere  fact  that  such  a  multitude  of  new 
words  and  phrases  have  had  to  be  invented  to  describe  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity,  looks  suspicious  ;  and  it  is  a  proof 
that  the  doctrine,  falsely  so  xjalled,  is  a  creation  of  merCs^ — ^an 
ugly  production  of  priests  or  idle  philosophers.  The  custom 
of  darkefning  counsel  by  words  without  knowledge,  is  three 
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thousand  years  old.  And  whenever  we  find  people  inventing 
words  which  they  cannot  explain,  in  order  to  express  a  doc- 
iirine,  we  may  always  rest  assured  that  there  is  soihe  plain 
truth  which  they  want  to  make  mysterious  ;  or  some  false- 
hood which  they  want  us  to  take  as  truth,  under  the  name 
of  a  mystery. 

7.  Again  ;  the  words  trinity,  three  persons  in  one  God, 
iHune  God,  and  the  like,  have  always  been  objected  to,  or 
acknowledge  to  be  objectionable,  even  by  numerous  Trini- 

.  tarians.  But  once  let  all  these  objectionable  words  go,  and 
the  doctrine  will  go  too  ;  and  men  will  be  prepared  to  under- 
stand Scripture  truth,  as  a  matter  of  course  ;  they  will  see  it 
without  a  veil,  and  acknowledge  only  one  God,  and  one  Lord 
Jesus  Christ. 

8.  Again  ;  Christ  never  preached  a  trinity,  nor  did  he 
ever  preach  his  own  Godhead,  or  the  Godhead  of  the  Holy 
Ghost ;  yet  he  preached  the  Gospel.  The  truth,  therefore, 
is,  that  the  trinity  forms  no  part  of  the  Gospel. 

9.  The  apostle  Patd  never  preached  a  trinity ;  yet  he  also 
preached  the  Gospel,  and  preached  it  as  Christ  taught  it  to 
him  ;  which  is  another  proof  that  the  trinity  is  no  part  of  the 
Gospel. 

10.  A  departure  from  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  or  from 
the  doctrine  of  the  Godhead  of  Christ,  is  never  foretold  as 
one  of  the  heresies  that  would  accompany  the  apostacy. — 
And  yet  the  denial  of  those  doctrines  did  prevail  to  a  great 
extent. 

1 1 .  The  apostles  never  wrote  against  the  denial  of  the  trinity, 
or  of  the  supreme  Godhead  of  Christ,  as  they  wrote  against 
other  ancient  heresies  ;  so  that  it  cannot  have  been  regarded 
by  them  as  a  heresy. 

12.  The  Scriptures  never  teach  us  to  be  on  our  guard 
against  imsunderstomding  the  trinity — never  guard  us  against 
the  error  of  supposing  the  three  persons  to  be  three  Gods. — 
And  yet  such  a  caution  would  have  been  essential,  if  they 
had  taught  such  a  doctrine  as  the  trinity.  Trinitarians  find 
it  exceedingly  necessary  to  guard  people  on  this  head.  And 
after  all  their  guarding,  most  of  those  who  believe  in  the 
trinity,  believe  in  three  Gods.  I  have  met  with  orthodox  per- 
sons who  have  acknowledged  that  they  could  not  understand 
the  difference  between  three  persons  and  three  Gods  ;  and  I 
have  met  with .  a  number  of  orthodox  persons  at  different 
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fimes,  who  said  they  did  believe  in  three  Gods.  And  I  am 
persuaded  that  those  who  think  of  the  matter,  and  who  do 
believe  the  trinity,  think  of  three  Gods  ;  and  that  they  cannot 
think  of  less. 

18.  The  doctrines  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Messiah, 
and  that  we  should  love  one  another,  and  do  good,  are  taught 
and  inculcated,  time  after  time,  in  the  plainest  words  ima- 
ginable, and  urged  in  every  variety  of  form.  How,  then,  can 
we  believe  that  other  essential  principles  are  left  wrapt  up  in 
the  dark,  to  be  groped  after  and  guessed  at  without  one  plain 
pissage  to  guide  us  ?  If  we  believed  that  the  doctrine  of 
the  trinity  was  equally  fundamental  with  these  doctrines,  we 
should  expect  to  find  it  plainly  stated,  at  least  once — nay, 
inculcated  a  hundred  times.  Yet  it  is  not  once  stated.  It 
is  not,  therefore,  any  part  of  the  Gospel. 

I  come  now  to  my  opponent's  arguments  for  the  Divinity 
of  Christ,  contained  in  the  same  tracts. 

He  says  Christ  is  called  God  in  John  i.  1, — "In  the  be- 
ginning was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and 
the  Word  was  God  ! "  I  answer,  there  is  no  proof  whatever 
that  the  "Word,"  there,  refers  to  Jesus  Christ.  On  the 
contrary,  there  is  the  fullest  proof  that  it  refers  to  God  the 
Father.  The  word  literally  means  reason,  or  wisdom.  The 
apostle  is  speaking  against  a  trinity.  A  trinity  doctrine, 
borrowed  from  Plato,  began  early  to  creep  in  among  the  pro- 
fessors of  Christianity, — the  doctrine,  that  while  there  was 
one  God,  who  kept  aloof  from  creation,  in  mysterious 
concealment,  there  was  another  God  or  divine  being  call- 
ed the  logos,  who  was  employed  by  the  first  God,  who 
was  not  with  him  in  his  concealment,  but  separate  from 
God,  nearer  to  men,  and  that  he  was,  nevertheless,  a  God, 
though  not  the  true  God,  but  was  created  by  God,  Against 
this  prevailing  notion  John  seems  to  have  bcfen  writing, 
when  he  tells  us,  that  in  the  beginning  was  the  logos,  or 
reason,  and  that  it  existed  with  God  ;  and  that  it  was  never 
created,  as  some  fancied,  but  was  with  him  from  the  begin- 
ning, not  occupying  a  different  place,  or  having  a  different 
nature  ;  that  it  was  God — God's  mind,  wisdom,  or  reason, 
and  not  a  different  person  ;  and  that  this  wisdom  of  God, 
which  wa^  God,  the  one  God,  became  flesh,  not  literally ^ 
for  the  Godhead  cannot  be  turned  into  flesh  and  blood. 
(Disapprobation.)     My  opponent  himself  will  not  tell  you 


i 

I 


411 


tiiat  God  became  flesh  literally;  even  he,  as  well  as  th« 
ancient  Trinitarians,  would  tell  you,  that  to  believe  that  the 
Godhead  was  literally  turned  into  flesh,  would  be  a  great 
heresy.  The  meaning  is,  as  the  latter  part  of  the  text 
shows,  that  God  dwdt  in  flesh,  tabernaded  in  the  man  Christ 
Jesusy  and  manifested  his  glory  to  mankind  through  him. 

Another  passage  he  quoted  is  Heb.  i.  8, — "  Thy  throne, 
O  God,  is  for  ever  and  ever :  a  sceptre  of  righteousness  is 
the  sceptre  of  thy  kingdom."  Now  just  read  the  next  verse, 
and  see  whether  Jesus  is  called  there  the  true  God  : — "  Thou 
hast  loved  righteousness,  and  hated  iniquity ;  therefore  God, 
even  thy  God,  hath  anointed  thee  with  the  oil  of  gladness 
above  thy  fellows:'  Here  Jesus  is  said  to  have  feUows,  or 
equals.  God  takes  him /rom  amowy  his  equals,  and  anoints 
him  with  the  oil  of  gladness  above  them.  What  for  ?  Be- 
cause he  laved  righteousness,  and  hated  iniquity.  And  yet 
this  is  the  being  whom  we  are  taught  by  my  opponent  to 
believe  is  the  true  God.  I  observe,  farther,  that  the  quo- 
tation in  the  8th  verse  is  from  the  45th  Psalm,  where  the 
words  are  addressed  to  Solomon,  and  mean  simply,  "  Thy 
throne,  0  Prince,  is  for  ever  and  ever :  a  sceptre  of  righte- 
ousness is  the  sceptre  of  thy  kingdom."  Jesus  is  here 
addressed  as  God  ;  but,  as  we  have  seen,  the  word  "  God  " 
IS  applied  to  princes,  sons  of  princes,  and  others,  and  is 
repeatedly  used  in  the  Old  Testament  in  this  sense.  I  may 
also  observe,  that  the  passage  has  been  read,  "  God  is  thy 
throne,"  by  some. 

The  next  passage  is  John  xx.  28,  where  Thomas  says, — 
"  My  Lord  and  my  God."  Now,  1.  Thomas  does  not  say 
that  he  considered  Jesus  to  be  God.  That  is  a  mere  inference 
of  theologians,  2.  Christ's  Godhead  was  not  the  thing  in 
question.  The  only  point  in  question  was,  whether  Christ 
had  been  raised  from  the  dead.  3.  Christ  never  proposed  to 
prove  that  he  was  God,  but  only  that  he  had  risen.  Hence 
it  was  that  he  said,  "Reach  hither  thy  hand,  and  thrust  it 
into  my  side,  &c.,  and  be  not  faithless,  but  believing." 
And  this  evidence, — namely,  placing  his  hand  to  the  side  of 
Jesus,  &c.,  convinced  Thomas.  It  was  the  very  kind  of 
evidence  to  prove  Christ's  resurrection,  but  not  his'  Godhead., 
How  could  the  feeling  of  flesh  and  bones  convince  Thomas 
that  Jesus  was  God  ?  It  convinced  him  that  he  w^  a  real 
person,  not  a  spirit;  and  that  he  was  a  man,  and  had  been 
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raised  from  the  dead.  And  that  was  all  Thomas  wanted 
to  be  convinced  of.  Hence  Jesus  says,  ^'Because  thou 
hast  seen  thou  hast  believed," — not  his  Godhead,  but  his 
resurrection.  4.  Thomas's  words,  "  My  Lord  and  my  God," 
are  in  truth  an  exclamation  of  surprise,  according  to  the  inva- 
riable custom  of  eastern  nations.  Rammohun  Roy,  an 
Asiatic,  says  this  mode  of  exclamation  is  universal  among  the 
Jews,  and  Arabs,  and  people  in  the  east  generally.  "  My 
Lord  !  and  my  God  !  this  is  indeed  the  fact.  It  is  indeed 
the  Saviour."  And  thus  explained  and  understood,  the 
meaning  of  the  whole  account  is  rational  and  consistent. 

My  opponent's  next  proof  is,  that  Christ  is  called  Emma- 
nuel. I  answer ;  supposing  that  he  was  called  Emmanuel, 
the  person  bom  in  Isaiah's  time  was  called  Emmanuel  also, 
even  according  to  Wm.  Cooke's  own  showing,  so  that  this 
could  be  no  proof  that  Christ  was  God,  but  only  that  God 
was  with  him. 

He  then  quotes  the  words,  "  God  was  manifest  in  the  ftesh." 
To  this  we  reply,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  reading  is  spu- 
rious ;  but,  secondly,  if  it  were  not  so,  it  would  not  prove 
that  Christ  was  Godj  but  only  that  God  was  manifested 
through  him  ;  just  as  he  was  manifested  to  the  world  before, 
through  his  works,  only  more  fully  and  clearly  ;  and  as  he  is 
manifested  in  all  good  men,  who  have  the  same  spirit  of  love 
and  benevolence,  and  who  live  to  do  good  to  mankind.    ^ 

He  says,  the  fact,  that  Jehovah  should  condescend  to  veil 
his  glory  in  human  flesh,  is  the  'great  mystery.  I  reply, 
Jehovah  never  did  veil  his  glory  in  flesh  ;  he  revealed  it — or 
unveiled  it.  It  was  not  to  hide  himself  that  he  came  into  the 
flesh,  but  to  manifest  himself.  And  this  revealing  his  glory 
through  Jesus  Christ  is  no  mystery  at  all  to  tt^. 

The  next  passage  quoted,  is  Isaiah,  xl,  3, — **  Prepare  ye 
the  way  of  the  Lord,  make  straight  in  the  desert  a  highway 
for  our  God;  "  and  this  passage,  says  my  opponent,  is  ap- 
pled  to  Christ,  proving  him  to  be  our  God.  Now  to  prepare 
the  way  for  Jehovah,  and  to  prepare  the  way  for  his  repre- 
sentative, or  son,  are  one  and  the  same  thing.  It  does  not  there- 
fore follow,  that  because  the  way  of  Christ  is  the  way  of  God, 
that  Christ  is  God.  That  which  is  done  for  God's  prophets, 
or  messengers,  or  people,  is  frequently  represented  as  done 
for  God  ;  but  we  do  not  conclude  from  that,  that  all  God's 
prophets  or  messengers  are  God  himself.     These  are  frail 
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proofs  indeed,  for  Trinitarian  doctrines  to  rest  upon.  "Your 
time  is  up,"  was  here  twice  or  thrioe  asserted  in  the  meeting, 
followed  by  calls  "  to  order."] 

He  refers  to  another  passage  in  Isaiah,  stating  that  a  child 
would  be  born,  which  should  be  called  *'  the  mighty  God.'* 
T  reply,  1.  the  name  translated  mighty  God,  means  mighty 
Prince,  or  Prince  Divine,  The  same  name  is  given  to  one 
of  the  princes  of  the  angels,  Gabriel.  Gahri-d,  and  El-Ga- 
btir,  are  the  same  words,  only  differently  placed ;  but  his 
having  that  name,  does  nol  prove  Gabriel  to  be  the  true 
God.  It  is  common  in  Scripture  to  give  such  names  to  crea- 
tures. They  are  names  given  to  people,  not  as  descriptive 
of  their  own  character,  but  of  the  relation  in  which  they 
stand  to  God.  Elijah  means,  my  God  Jehovah ;  not  that 
he  was  God  Jehovah.  2.  The  words,  everlasting  Father,  are 
interpreted  by  some  eminent  critics,  Father  of  the  everlasting 
age,  or  the  durable  age.  But  3.  there  is  no  proof  that  this 
passage  refers  to  Christ  at  all.  It  is  applied  by  some,  both 
Trinitarians  and  others,  to  Hezekiah  ;  and  is  proved  to  belong 
ta  him  by  Rammohun  Roy  and  others.  4.  The  idea  that  a 
child  which  was  to  be  bom,  could  be  the  mighty  God,  is  pre- 
posterous. He  could  be  called  so,  like  Gabriel :  but  the 
child  could  not  be  God.  [About  this  time,  Mr.  Grant  inti- 
mated in  an  under  tone,  that  Mr.  Barker's  time  was  up. 
He  was  probably  not  heard,  for  Mr.  B.  proceeded.] 

My  opponent  says,  Paul  designates  our  Lord  "  The  great 
God."  Quoting  the  passage,  "  Looking  for  that  blessed 
hope,  and  the  glorious  appearing  of  the  great  God  and  our 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ :  '*  and  contending  that  the  title,  "  The 
Great  Grod,"  refers  to  Christ.  He  says  that  I  know,  that  a 
certain  rule  in  Greek  grammar  requires  this  interpretation. 
I  answer,  no  such  thing.  I  know  the  contrary.  The  rule  of 
Greek  grammar  to  which  he  refers,  does  not  require  the 
translation  which  he  gives ;  biit,  on  the  contrary,  requires 
the  present  translation.  The  rule  to  which  he  refers  has 
various  exceptions,  and  one  of  these  exceptions  is  to  this 
effect,  that  where  attributives  are  of  such  a  natme,  as  to 
render  it  manifestly  incompatible  for  both  to  belong  to  the 
same  thing, — ^where  the  application  of  the  rule  would  involve 
a  contradiction  in  terms,  the  article  is  not  required.  And 
any  individual  may  see  the  properties  of  God  and  man.  Crea- 
tor and  creature,  are  incompatible,  and  that  it  is  impossible 
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that  the  man  jcsus  christ  could  be  the  great  god.  Mj 
opponent  tells  you,  that  Jesus  had  both  the  properties  of 
man  and  God.  Now  it  is  true  that  every  good  man  has 
9ome  properties  of  Grod,  such  as  benevolence,  and  wisdom. 
But  to  say  that  any  man  had  all  the  properties  of  God  and. 
man,  is  a  monstrous  assertion.  One  property  of  God  is  eter- 
nity ;  a  property  of  man  is,  that  he  is  not  eternal.  God  knuws 
all  things  ;  man  only  some  things :  and  one  single  being  can- 
not possess  these  opposite  properties — cannot  be  universally 
wise,-  and  at  the  same  time  partially  ignorant. 

He  refers  to  1  John,  v.  1 9,  20,  to  prove  that  Jesus  is  the 
true  God.  The  passage  proves  the  contrary.  I  will  read 
the  passage.  John  says, — "  We  know  that  we  are  of  God, 
and  the  whole  world  lieth  in  wickedness.  And  we  know 
that  the  Son  of  God  is  come,  and  hath  given  us  an  under- 
standiftg,  that  we  may  know  him  that  is  true,  and  we  are  in 
him  that  is  true,  in  or  by  his  Son  Jesus  Christ.  This  is  the 
true  God,  and  eternal  life." 

[The  speaker  was  here  interrupted  by  remarks  of  "  Time's 
up,"  from  Mr.  Cooke,  (who  spoke  privately  to  his  chairman,) 
Mr.  Grant,  and  others,  which  was  answered  by  applause  on 
the  part  of  his  friends.  The  meeting  forthwith  became 
noisy ;  and  gave  rise  to  the  interference  of  Mr.  Barker's 
chairman.] 

Mr.  Gilmore  • — Just  permit  me  for  one  moment.  I  think 
it  quite  wrong  in  any  individual,  or  in  any  number  of  indi- 
viduals, so  to  interrupt  the  peace  of  the  meeting,  without  first 
ascertaining  whether  Mr.  Barker  has  had  his  time  by  some 
legal  decision.  (Interruption.)  If  I  am  placed  in  this  chair, 
to  see  justice  done  between  the  parties,  I  do  expect  that,  at 
the  least,  I  shall  be  allowed  to  stand  upon  my  own  defence, 
and  be  allowed  a  hearing  before  you  condemn  me.  I  do  de- 
clare that  Mr.  Barker  had  between  four  and  five  minutes  to 
speak,  when  he  was  interrupted.  I  say  this  distinctly  ;  and 
I  say,  further,  that  Mr.  Barker  had  not  consumed  his  time  by 
a  minute  and  a  half,  when  Mr.  Grant  interrupted  him,  after 
receiving  an  intimation  from  Mr.  Cooke.  It  is  the  worst  of 
all  examples  to  have  any  such  manifestations  on  the  platform, 
Wause  they  preclude  the  meeting  from  giving  due  attention 
to  the  other  party. 

Mr.  Grant  : — I  beg  to  speak  in  my  own  defence.  I  re- 
gret that  any  difference  should  have  arisen  between  myself 
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atid  Mr.  Barker's  chairman,  whose  conduct,  upon  the  whole-— ^ 
[Cries  of  "  Speak  up."]  I  again  sny,  I  am  exceedingly,  sorry 
that  any  such  trifling  difference  should  have  occured  betw^n.; 
myself  and  Mr.  Barker's  chairman,  whose  conduct  I  ha^e.- 
generally  approved  of ;  but  I  must  give  it  as  my  decid^^' 
opinion  that  Mr.  Barker's  time  was  up  when  I  first  int^^ 
posed,  which  was  before  Mr.  Cooke  spoke  to  me.  I  followed 
the  watch  before  me  ;  and  I  declare  that  I  have  acted  dis*. 
tinctly  and  honourably  by  both  parties.  (Applause ;  and. 
cries  of  "No  ;"  "  Cooke  told  you  ;"  "  Cooke  had  no  busi- 
ness with  it." 

Mr.  Barker: — I  also  followed  my  watch,  and  I  know 
my  time  is  not  up  ;  and  I  shall  feel  bound  to  speak  until  I 
have  concluded  it.  My  friends — (Interruption.)  If  I  stay 
till  12  o'clock,  I  shall  consider  it  my  duty  to  have  my  time 
up.  (Loud  applause  and  hissing.)  The  time  is  not  a  matter 
of  much  moment ;  but  under  present  circumstances  I  shall 
claim  it.  T  have  a  few  words  more  to  say,  before  I  conclude. 
1 .  John  could  not  call  Jesus  the  true  God,  without  contra- 
dicting Christ ;  for  Jesus  says  the  Father  is  the  only  true 
God.  "And  this  is  life  eternal,"  says  he,  "that  they  might 
know  thee  to  be  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus  to  be  the 
Christ,*'  the  messenger  of  the  only  true  God, — "  Whom 
thou  has  sent."  2.  The  passage  admits  of  a  far  different 
and  more  consistent  interpretation.  Its  meaning  is,  that  he 
is  the  true  God  whom  Jesus  Christ  revealed,  and  it  is  thus 
interpreted  even  by  eminent  Trinitarians. 

My  opponent  referred  to  Romans  ix.  5,  to  prove  that 
Christ  is  God  over  all.  But  the  more  probable  reading  is, 
"  God,  who  is  over  all,  be  blessed  for  ever  ;"  representing 
Jesus  who,  as  concerning  the  flesh,  descended  from  David, 
as  a  separate  being  from  God,  who  is  over  all,  blessed  for 
ever.  Hence  some  commentators  stop  after  the  words  "  as 
concerning  the  flesh  Christ  came,"  and  make  what  follows 
an  entirely  new  sentence. 

He  says  Jesus  is  called  Jehovah  our  righteousness.  I 
answer,  Elijah  is  called  Jehovah  my  God  ;  and  in  Jeremiah 
xxxiii.  16,  JemsaLem  is  called  "Jehovah  our  righteousness  " 

He  says  Christ  is  called  Lord,  which  means  Jehovah.  But 
God  is  said  to  have  rriade  Jesus  both  Lord  and  Christ.  Did 
be  make  him  Jehovah  1  Paul  says,  there  "is  One  Lord,"  and 
"  one  God  even  the  Father."     Is  Christ  Jehovah,  and  yet  the 
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Father  alone  God  1  Or  is  there  a  Jehovah  distinct  from 
God  the  Father  ? 

Mr    Gilmorb  : — Time  is  now  up,  Sir. 

Mr.  Barkbr: — I  leave  these  remarks  with  you.  (Ap- 
plause and  hissing.) 

RBFoaxBa's  Noth  : — As  the  impression  appeared  to  be  general  among  Mr- 
Barker's  Mends,  (and  to  be  also  the  occasion  of  much  excitonent,)  that  Mr.  Grant 
did  not  intimate  his  opinion  that  time  was  up  before  Mr.  Cooke  spoke  to  him,  it 
may  not  be  improper  for  the  Reporter,— particularly  as  he  was  sitting  as  umpire, 
though  not  appealed  to  on  the  point,— ^k)  state,  distinctly,  that  Mr.  Grant  did  give 
the  intimation  a  minute  or  two  before  Mr.  Cooke  addressed  him,  apparently  re- 
minding Mr.  Gran  t  of  what  h6  had  already  stated.  The  Reporter  need  scarcely  add 
that  the  remark  "  time's  up,"  was  one  to  which  he  was  peculiarly  attentive.  The 
diflferenoe  between  the  chairmen,  as  to  time,  appeared  to  arise  from  Mr.  Gilmore 
making  allowance  for  the  intervals  of  interruption  which  occured  while  Mr.  Barker 
was  speaking— a  right  which  both  disputants  repeatedly  claimed  to  exercise. 


NINTH    NIGHT. 

WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  3,  1845. 

The  disputants  were  welcomed  as  usual ;  and  at  seven  o'clock 
business  commenced  by 

Mr.  Grant  observing, — Christian  Friends :  I  now  rise  once 
more  to  call  your  attention  to  the  subject  about  to  be  consider- 
ed, and  to  present  Mr.  Cooke  again  to  your  notice :  and  in 
doing  so,  I  would  again  urge  upon  you  the  great  advantage  of 
quietness.  All  the  noise  that  took  place  last  night,  near  the 
close  of  the  discussion,  was  the  result  of  a  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  the  minutes  of  time  lost  by  the  interruptions  you  made. 
Now  let  your  experience  tell  upon  this  subject ;  and  let  me 
beseech  your  attention  and  quietude.  Without  further  re- 
mark, I  now  introduce  Mr.  Cooke  to  your  notice.  (Applause.) 

MR.  COOKE  : — Mr.  Chairman,  and  Christian  Friends, — 
Before  I  proceed  with  my  positive  evidence  in  favour  of  the 
Divinity  of  our  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour,  I  must  notice  some 
of  tlie  remarks  made  by  my  opponent :  and  I  shall  endeavour 
to  take  them  as  orderly  as  possible. 

There  still  appears  to  be  some  misunderstanding  with  regard 
to  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  I  adverted  to  this 
topic  last  evening,  and  requested  Mr.  Barker  to  state  his  views 
fully  and  candidly  :  and  I  also  expressed  the  pleasure  which  I 
should  feel  in  listening  to  a  full  statement  of  his  views  with 
regard  to  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  He  told  you 
that  he  believed  they  were  divinely  inspired  ;  but  then  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  he  attaches  his  own  peculiar  meaning  to  the 
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term  inspiration.  That  inspiration  he  still  reduces  to  ^^  com* 
mon  senseJ'  And  as  for  the  Bible  bein^  an  infaUible  guide,  he 
places  the  writings  of  Priestley  and  Mahomet  by  its  side,  as 
being  also  infallible  guides. 

Now,  what  is  the  sentiment  of  Dr.  Priestley  with  regard  to 
the  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  ?  Attend  to  the  follow- 
ing statement : — "  Not  that  I  consider  the  books  of  Scripture 
as  inspired,  and,  on  that  account,  entitled  to  this  high  degree 
of  respect,  but  as  authentic  records  of  the  dispensations  of  God 
to  mankind,  with  every  particular  oif  which  we  cannot  be  too 
well  acquainted." 

In  this  paragraph  the  Doctor  states  plainly  he  does  not  con- 
sider the  books  of  Scripture  inspired.  He  further  observes, — 
**  If  you  \5rish  to  know  what,  in  my  opinion,  a  Christian  is 
bound  to  believe  with  respect  to  the  Scriptures,  I  answer,  that 
the  books  which  are  universally  received  as  authentic,  are  to  be 
considered  as  fkithful  records  of  past  transactions,  and,  espe- 
cially, the  account  of  the  intercourse  which  the  Divine  Being 
has  kept  up  with  mankind  from  the  beginning  of  the  world  to 
the  time  of  our  Saviour  and  his  apostles.  No  Christian  is 
answerable  for  more  than  this.  The  writers  of  the  books  of 
Scripture  were  men,  and  therefore  fallible ;  but  all  that  we 
have  to  do  with  them  is  in  the  character  of  historians  and  toil- 
nesses  of  what  they  heard  and  saw.  Of  course  their  credibility 
is  to  be  estimated,  like  that  of  other  historians,"  observe  the 
phrase  "  estimated  like  that  of  other  historians,"  "  viz.  from 
the  circumstances  in  which  they  wrote,  as  with  respect  to  their 
opportunities  of  knowing  the  truth  of  what  they  relate,  and  the 
biasses  to  which  they  might  be  subject.  Like  all  other  histo- 
rians, they  were  liable  to  mistakes  with  respect  to  things  of 
smaU  moment,  because  they  might  not  give  sufficient  attention 
to  them  ;  and  with  respect  to  tneir  reasoning,  we  are  fully  at 
liberty  to  judge  of  it,  as  well  as  that  of  any  other  men,  by  a 
due  consideration  of  the  propositions  they  advance,  and  the 
arguments  they  allege.  For  it  by  no  means  follows,  because 
a  man  has  had  communications  with  the  Deity  for  certain 
purposes,  and  may  be  depended  upon  with  respect  to  his  account 
of  those  communications,  that  ne  is,  in  other  respects,  more 
wise  and  knowing  than  other  men." 

"  You  say,"  savs  Dr.  Priestley,  in  his  letters  to  Dr.  Price, 
"  that  I  do  not  allow  of  Scriptural  authority  :  but  indeed,  my 
friend,  you  should  have  expressed  yourself  with  more  caution. 
No  man  can  pay  a  higher  regard  to  proper  scriptural  authority, 
than  I  do  ;  out  neither  I,  nor,  I  presume,  yourself,  believe 
implicitly  every  thing  that  is  advanced  by  any  writer  in  the 
Old  or  New  Testament.  I  believe  all  the  writers,  without 
exception,  to  have  been  men  of  the  greatest  probity,  and  to 
have  been  well  informed  of  every  tmng  of  consequence,  of 
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which  they  treat ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  I  believe  them  to 
have  been  men,  and  consequently /a//»5/€,  and  liable  to  mistake 
with  respect  to  things  to  which  they  had  not  given  much 
attention,  o^  concerning  which  they '  had  not  the  means  of 
exact  information  ;  which  I  take  to  be  the  case  with  respect 
to  the  account  that  Moses  has  given  of  tlie  creation,  and  the  fall 
of  man." 

He  also  observes, — "  7%at  the  books  of  Scripture  were  writ- 
ten by  particular  divine  inspiration,  is  a  thing  to  which  the 
writers  themselves  made  no  pretensions.  It  is  a  notion  desti- 
tute of  all  proof,  and  that  has  done  great  injury  to  the  evidence 
of  Christianity." 

Now  these  are  the  sentiments  of  Dr.  Priestley.  You  per- 
ceive he  believes  the  writers  were  fallible  men  like  other  histo- 
rians, liable  to  mistake  themselves,  and  therefore  liable  to  lead 
others  into  mistakes,  with  regard  to  the  sacred  things  they  re- 
cord ;  and  that  they  are  not  to  be  believed  in  every  matter 
which  they  relate  for  our  instruction.  Now  these  sentiments 
are  placed  side  by  side  with  the  sacred  volume,  so  far  as  regards 
their  being  an  infallible  guide  ! 

And  with  regard  to  Mahomet ;  Mr.  Barker  places  the  writ- 
ings of  Mahomet  also,  along  with  Priestley's,  in  company  with 
the  Holy  Scriptures.  Now  the  following  are  some  of  the  sen- 
timents of  Mahomet.  I  quote  from  page  71  of  the  Koran,  with 
regard  to  fighting  : — "  Fight,"  says  Mahomet,  "  therefore,  for 
the  religion  of  God,  and  oblige  not  any  to  what  is  difficult, 
except  thyself :  however,  excite  the  faithful  to  war  ;  perhaps 
God  will  restrain  the  courage  of  the  unbelievers,  for  God  is 
stronger  than  they,  and  more  able  to  punish." 

And  again  Mahomet  observes,  with  regard  to  war, — "  Let 
them  therefore  figlit  for  the  religion  of  God  ;  who  part  with 
the  present  life  in  exchange  for  that  which  is  to  come  ;  for  who- 
soever fighteth  for  the  religion  of  God,  whether  he  be  slain  or 
be  victorious,  he  will  surely  give  him  a  great  reward.  And 
what  ails  you,  that  ye  fight  not  for  God's  true  religion,  and  in 
defence  of  the  weak  among  men,  women,  and  children  1  who 
say,  0  Lord !  bring  us  forth  from  this  city,  whose  inhabitants 
a,ve  wicked  ;  grant  us  from  before  thee  &  protector,  and  grant 
us  from  before  thee  a  defender.  They  who  believe,  fight  for 
the  religion  of  God  ;  but  they  who  believe  not,  fight  for  the 
religion  of  Taghut.  Fight,  therefore,  against  the  fi-iends  of 
Satan,  for  the  stratagem  of  Satan  is  weak*" 

Mahomet,  again,  refers  to  the  licence  which  he  gives  with 
regard  to  having  a  plurality  of  wives  ;  and  in  speaking  on  that 
subject  he  has  the  following  statement : — "  And  if  ye  fear  that 
ye  shall  not  act  with  equity  towards  orphans  of  the  female  sex, 
take  in  marriage  of  such  other  women  as  please  you,  two,  or 
three,  or  four,  and  not  more." 
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And  it  appears  that  Mahomet  teaches  that  wives  may  be  put 
away  whenever  the  husband  pleases  : — "  And  if  ye  hate  them, 
it  may  happen  that  ye  may  ha*e  a  thing  wherein  God  hath 
placed  much  good.  If  ye  be  desirous  to  exchange  a  wife  for 
another  wife,  and  ye  have  already  given  one  of  them  a  talent, 
take  not  away  any  thing  therefrom  :  will  ye  take  it  by  slan- 
dering her,  and  doing  her  manifest  injustice  1" 

Again,  the  impostor  gives  a  licence  for  men  to  take  away  the 
wives  of  other  men  : — "  Ye  are  also  forbidden  to  take  to  wife 
free  women  who  are  married,  except  those  women  whom  your 
right  hand  shall  possess  as  slaves.  This  is  ordained  you  from 
God." 

These  are  the  sentiments,  then,  of  Mahomet,  which  I  cast 
my  eye  upon  without  looking  particularly  for  them.  And  you 
may  now  judge  what  may  be  Mr.  Barker's  views  with  regard 
to  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  their  inspiration,  when  he  can 
place  these  abominable,  these  detestable,  these  corrupt  and 
monstrous  statements  and  teachings  side  by  side  with  the 
teachings  of  Jesus  Christ  and  of  his  holy  apostles. 

Now  these  things  a  Christian  audience  ought  to  know,  that 
they  may  rightly  estimate  the  weight  which  Mr.  Barker  at- 
taches to  the  authority  of  Scripture.  Therefore  I  would  say 
to  this  audience,  at  every  passage  Mr.  Barker  quotes,  carry  in 
your  minds  the  following  facts  : — 

1.  That  Mahomet  and  Priestley  are  placed  side  by  side  by 
Mr.  Barker  with  the  Holy  Scriptures,  as  far  as  it  relates  to 
their  being  an  infallible  guide." 

2.  That  inspiration  is  reduced  by  him  to  "  common  sense  *^ 

3.  That  he  says  neither  apostles  nor  prophets  have  any 
authority  to  rule  either  our  faith  or  our  conscience. 

4.  That  he  supposes  contradictions  to  exist  betwixt  the  teach- 
ings of  Christ  and  his  apostles. 

5.  At  every  passage  he  quotes  to  contradict  theDaity  of  Christ, 
the  miraculous  conception,  or  any  other  subject  before  us,  re- 
member that  not  long  ago  he  adduced  or  quoted  the  same  pas- 
sages in  proof  oi  those  doctrines. 

6.  Remember,  too,  that  when  he  did  believe  those  doctrines, 
he  professed  a  reverence  for  the  sacred  Scriptures ;  but  now  he 
rejects  them,  he  gives  the  Bible  the  bad  names  I  have  read  to 
you  from  his  own  writings. 

7.  Remember,  that  when  he  held  those  doctrines,  he  took 
the  Scriptures  in  their  plainest  and  most  obvious  sense.  Now 
he  rejects  them,  you  are  witnesses  to  i\\.e  perversions  of  Scrip- 
ture which  have  come  before  you,  from  him,  during  this  dis- 
cussion. 

8.  Remember,  that  when  he  held  the  doctrines  in  question, 
he  received  the  whole  Scriptures.    Now  he  I'ejects  these  doc- 
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trines,  he  denies  large  portions  which  are  authenticated  by  the 
very  standard  he  had  agreed  to  submit  to  as  decisive. 

0.  Remember,  too,  that  as  Mr.  Barker  is  changing  stilly  and 
tells  us  he  does  not  know  what  he  shall  be  in  the  end,  it  may 
be  that  ere  six  months  pass  away,  he  may  quote  the  same 
Scriptures  in  joroq/"  of  the  very  doctrines  he  now  seeks  to  under- 
mine, 

10.  And  remember,  also,  that  he  placed  the  authority  of 
Marcion,  the  most  i^otorious  corrupter  of  the  oracles  of  God 
that  ever  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  earth,  in  opposition  to 
the  whole  testimony  of  history,  and  in  opposition  to  the  whole 
of  the  evidence  which  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  present  to  U6 
from  the  time  of  the  apostles  down  to  the  latest  ages. 

Now,  at  every  passage  which  my  opponent  quotes,  just 
remember  these  facts  as  you  pass  along.  Let  them  pass  through 
your  own  minds  while  he  is  quoting  them,  and  they  will  help 
you  to  estimate  the  worth  and  importance  of  his  interpreta- 
tions. 

I  shall  now  notice  some  of  Mr.  Barker's  observations  with 
regard  to  doctrine. 

In  the  first  place,  I  remark  that  Mr.  Barker  said  I  denied 
that  Aaron  cleansed  or  purified  the  people.  That  is  untrue,  I 
said  that  Aaron  did  not  lay  his  hand  on  the  scape-goat  and  offer 
sacrifices  for  healing  men's  diseases^  but  to  atone  for  sin. 

He  said  I  never  adduced  a  single  passage  to  show  that  there 
was  a  legal  barrier  in  the  way  of  pardon.  77i^  is  wntrtte,  I 
adduced  a  multitude  of  passages. 

He  said,  God  always  accepted  of  good  affections,  whether 
men  attended  to  sacrifices  or  not.  That,  also,  is  untrue,  I  re- 
ferred him  to  Numbers,  5th  chapter,  and  Lev.  6th,  where  it  is 
shown  that  even  when  there  were  present  restitution,  repen- 
tance, and  return  to  obedience,  still  sacrifice  was  imperatively 
required,  and  pardon  could  not  be  obtained  without  the  per- 
formance of  the  prescribed  duty. 

Mr.  Barker  said,  that  Christ  became  a  propitiation  for  our 
sins,  that  the  Gentiles  might  be  put  upon  an  equal  footing  with 
the  Jews.  So,  then,  Christ  died  to  stop  the  grumbling  of  the 
Jews.    What  a  dignified  object,  indeed! 

He  referred  to  the  parable  of  the  husbandmen,  the  insolvent 
debtor,  and  the  prodigal,  as  unfolding  the  way  of  salvation. 
Those  parables  are  forcible  illustrations  of  practical  duties  ;  of 
the  misery  of  sin ;  of  God's  willingness  to  save  men :  but  they 
were  never  designed  to  unfold  the  whole  gospel,  as  there  is 
nothing  said  in  any  of  them  about  Christ  as  the  Messiah,  any 
more  than  of  the  atonement,  or  of  faith.  The  apostles  preached 
the  gospel  to  men  under  the  direction  of  the  Holy  Ghost ;  but 
they  did  not  repeat  those  parables  as  unfolding  the  whole  plan 
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of  salvation.  They  preached  Jesus  as  a  vicarious  sacrifice^ 
Paul  was  not  a  whit  behind  the  chief  of  the  apostles ;  and  he 
says,  writing  to  the  Corinthians,  "  For  I  declared  unto  you, 
first  of  all,  that  which  I  also  received,  how  that  Christ  died  for 
our  sins,  according  to  the  Scriptures." 

Mr.  Barker  says  that  Griesbach  represented  the  words  Us 
pisteos,  in  Rom.  iii.,  25,  as  doubtful.  I  have  shown  you 
that  both  Griesbach  and  Schulz,  our  own  standard,  have  deter- 
mined the  words  to  be  genuine.  What  will  Mr.  Barker  say 
next?  And  if  there  be  any  gentleman  present  who  is  anxious 
to  examine  both  Griesbach  and  Schulz,  I  have  the  two  testa- 
ments before  me,  and  he  is  at  liberty  to  enter  upon  the  exami- 
nation ;  and  he  will  find  my  statement  to  be  correct. 

Mr.  Barker  said  that  the  martyrs,  especially  the  apostles 
James  and  John,  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  participated  with  Christ 
in  the  intense  agony  he  endured ;  and  that  their  suflFerings  were 
eqtial  to  those  of  Cnrist.  He  intimated  that  I  did  not  under- 
stand any  thing  about  martyrs;  that  I  had  not  read  their 
history,  else  I  should  have  known  that  their  sufferings  were 
not  external  chiefly  but  internal ;  comparing  thefii  with  the 
sufiPerings  of  Christ.  Why,  just  look  at  Daniel  in  the  lion's 
den  !  Look  at  the  faithful  Hebrews  in  the  furnace,  and  listen 
to  their  loud  acclamations  and  triumphant  notes  of  praise! 
Look  at  Peter,  calmly. slumbering  between  the  two  keepers  of 
the  prison,  though  he  expected  the  next  day  to  be  brought  to 
execution !  Look  at  Paul,  when  the  gleaming  axe  was  in  sight, 
and  he  was  expecting  speedy  martyrdom,  and  hear  his  exulta- 
tion, "I  have  fought  a  good  fight,  I  have  finished  my  course, 
I  have  kept  the  faith :  henceforth  there  is  laid  up  for  me  a 
crown  of  righteousness,  which  the  Lord,  the  righteous  judge, 
shall  give  me  at  that  day :  and  not  to  me  only,  but  unto  all 
them  also  that  love  his  appearing."  And  compare  these  tri- 
umphs in  the  prospect  of  martyrdom,  with  the  agony,  the 
groans,  the  bloody  sweat,  and  the  dying  wailings  of  the  Son  of 
God! 

Mr.  Barker  says,  the  atonement  cannot  be  true,  because 
Christ's  own  justice  would  require  satisfaction.  But  the  justice 
of  Christ  was  the  justice  of  the  Father.  Christ  and  the  Father 
are  one.  Therefore  in  satisfying  the  justice  of  his  Father,  he 
satisfied  and  honoured  his  oim  justice,  and  that  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  too.     (Laughter.) 

My  opponent  quoted  Romans  viii,  1 — 4.  That  quotation 
just  established  the  orthodox  views  of  the  atonement.  For 
when  the  condemned  sinner  exclaims,  "0  wretched  man  that 
I  am,  who  shall  deliver  me  from  this  body  of  sin  and  death," 
what  is  the  answer  which  salutes  his  ear?  "  Jesus  Christ  our 
Lord,  who  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all."  And  thus  there  is 
"no  condemnation  to  them  which  are  in  Christ  Jeeus;"  who 
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have  imbibed  the  glad  tidings  ;  who  have  believed  in  the  pro- 
pitiatory sacrifice,  and  obtained  peace  with  God.  To  such 
there  is  no  condemnation.  And  having  received  the  glad  tidings 
of  mercy  in  thsir  heart,  and  having  experienced  the  precious, 
pardoning  love  of  God,  that  love  enkindles  their  love  to  God. 
They  love  the  Saviour  with  supreme  affection  ;  with  all  their 
heart,  with  all  their  soul,  with  all  their  mind,  and  with  all 
their  strength  :  and  this  love  becomes  the  fulfilling  of  the  law ; 
and  thus,  instead  of  making  void  the  law,  their  faith  establishes 
the  law.  Having  first  received  the  atonement,  orreconciliation, 
they  become  the  subjects  of  a  new  principle,  which  nerves  the 
soul  for  obedience,  and  makes  the  will  of  G^d  their  element  and 
delight. 

My  opponent,  with  a  tenacity  peculiar  to  himself — ^a  tenacity 
which  none  can  imitate, — still  insists  that  God  never  approved 
of  sacrifices.  I  would  just  ask  him  the  following  questions  : — 

1.  Does  God  approve  of  what  he  positively  commands  and 
enjoins  ?  If  so,  not  less  than  one  thousand  times  has  God  posi- 
tively enjoined  them  in  the  books  of  the  Pentateuch. 

2.  Does  God  approve  of  what  he  declares  himself  w?ll 
pleas3d  with  ?  If  he  does,  in  multitudes  of  instances  he  de- 
clares himself  well  pleased  with  sacrifices  ? 

3.  Does  God  approve  of  those  duties  which  he  absolutely  re- 
quires, while  he  threatens  punishment  and  death  upon  those 
who  neglect  them  ?  If  he  does,  then  he  approves  of  sacrifices  ; 
for  in  numerous  instances  death  was  denounced  upon  those 
who  neglected  to  attend  them. 

4.  Does  God  approve  of  that  respecting  which  he  gave  the 
most  signal  manifestations  of  divine  approval  ?  If  he  does,  he 
must  approve  of  sacrifices  ;  for,  in  answer  to  the  sacrifices 
presented,  we  read  of  fire  being  sent  down  from  heaven  to  con- 
sume them  :  and  when  the  temple  and  tabernacle  were  open 
for  his  service,  for  the  purpose  of  ofi^ering  sacrifices,  the  places 
were  filled  with  glory,  and  the  priests  were  not  able  to  stand 
to  minister  before  the  Lord,  for  the  brightness  of  the  glory. 

Finally,  did  God  approve  of  those  institutions  which  he  had 
intentionally  appointed  to  shadow  forth  his  own  Son's  sacri- 
fice, and  which  are  said  to  receive  their  accomplishment  in 
him  ?  If  so,  he  approved  of  the  victims  appointed  by  himself 
under  the  law. 

My  opponent  says,  sacrificial  institutions  were  tolerated  only 
until  men  Avcre  willing  to  obey.  Facts  are  all  against  him.  In 
the  days  of  David,  and  in  the  early  parts  of  Solomon's  reign, 
and  in  the  period  when  the  tribes  of  Israel  returned  from  the 
Babylonish  captivity,  we  have  the  palmy  days  of  Israel's  obe- 
dience ;  yet  then,  when  men  were  most  willing  to  obey,  sacri- 
fices were  the  most  punctually  observed.  It  was  in  the  days  of 
Jewish  degeneracy  and  disobedience  that  the  service  of  the  tern- 
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pie  was  neglected.  And  at  last,  when  sacrifices  were  don0 
away,  it  was  not  at  a  period  when  the  people  were  most  dis- 
posed to  obey,  but  when  the  tTewish  nation  was  the  most 
deeply  sunk  in  corruption,  and  ripe,  bv  their  iniquities,  for  the 
most  terrible  destruction  that  ever  fell  upon  a  nation.  No  ! 
the  reason  of  doing  away  with  sacrifices  was  not  the  improved 
obedience  of  the  Jewish  people,  but  the  dea/th  of  Christ,  It  was 
when  he  uttered  his  dying  groan  on  the  cross  ;  it  was  the  very 
moment  when  he  exclaimed.  It  is  finished  !  and  gave  up  the 
ghost,  that  the  temple's  veil  was  rent  asunder  by  the  invisible 
hand  of  Jehovah  ;  thus  showing  that  now  the  end  of  the  Jew- 
ish economy  was  answered — that  the  sons  of  Aaron  might  fold 
up  their  robes  and  retire,  for  their  work  was  done.  The  rea- 
son for  doing  away  with  the  ancient  institution  is  explained  in 
one  word  of  Scripture, — "  Christ  is  the  end  of  the  law  for 
righteousness  to  every  one  that  believeth." 

I  shall  now  answer  some  of  the  objections  which  Mr.  Barker 
urged  against  the  Divinity  of  Christ. 

I  would  call  upon  you  to  observe  how  very  carefuUy  and 
how  very  wisely^  Mr.  Barker  omitted  to  notice  all  the  passag«s 
I  adduced  respecting  the  pre-existence  of  the  Saviour.  We 
shall  see  whether  he  does  the  same  this  evening.  If  he  notice 
them,  you  will  bear  in  mind  that  he  told  you  before  they  so 
plainly  taught  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  pre-existence  and  Divi- 
nity that  no  ingenuity  of  man  could  explain  them  away.  We 
shall  see  what  ingenuity  he  employs ;  and  I  hope  you  will 
mark  well  the  ingenuity.  Look  carefully  after  it.  Just  re- 
member his  own  plain  statement  throughout  the  whole  of  his 
quoting  and  interpreting  this  evening. 

My  opponent  quoted  John  i.,  1,  2, — "  In  the  beginning  was 
the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was 
God,  the  same  was  in  the  beginning  with  God."  As  he  had 
previously  said,  when  he  took  the  Scriptures  in  the  plain  and 
obvious  meaning,  that  he  regarded  this  passage,  this  important 
passage,  as  applying  to  Christ,  I  was  wondering  what  he  would 
make  of  it  tiow,  under  his  new  .dispensation  ;  and  it  turned  out 
just  as  I  had  expected — just  as  he  had  himself  predicted — that 
"  no  ingenuity  of  man  could  explaif^  it  away.''*  However  unsound 
as  a  divine,  my  opponent  proved  a  true  prophet  in  this  instance. 
But  let  us  just  look  at  his  interpi^etatioa.  He  says  the  apostle 
wrote  to  contradict  the  Platonic  n9tion  that  there  were  persons 
in  the  Godhead.  But  if  this  was  John's  intention,  the  language 
he  employs  just  establishes  the  doetiine  of  persons  in  the  God- 
head. For  what  does  the  apostle  say  ?  iS'ot,  as  my  opponent 
would  assert,  and  would  have  taught  John  to  say,  had  he  been 
by  him,  namely,  that  there  is  no  person  but  the  Father,  and 
tliat  the  Father  alone  was  the  creator  of  the  world  ; — but  John 
says  just  the  contrary ;  for  he  asserts  that  from  the  beginning 
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there  was  another  person  called  the  Logos,  or  Word  ;  and  that 
THIS  WORD  WAS  WITH.  GOD  ;  and  that  THIS  WORD 
WAS  GOD  ;  qnd  that  the  world  was  made  by  him  ;— just  esta- 
blishing the  very  doctrine  which  Mr.  Barker  says  John  was  « 
labouring  to  overthrow. 

This  is  the  first  absurdity  on  this  text.  Mr.  Barker  tries  to 
make  it  appear  that  the  Logos  was  merely  an  attribute,  or  the 
reason  of  God.  Let  us  test  this  interpretation.  Now,  open 
your  Bibles,  and  follow  me,  and  I  will  read  it  as  Mr.  Barker 
wishes.  "  In  the  beginning  was  the  Reason,  and  the  Hesison 
was  with  God."  That  is,  one  of  God's  attributes,  forsooth, 
was  with  him !  "  And  the  Reason  wjls  G^d.  The  same  Reason 
was  in  the  beginning  with  God."  Why,  we  should  hare 
thought  that  God's  reason  was  with  him  in  the  beginning  if 
John  had  never  told  us !  Then  he  goes  on  ; — **  All  things  were  | 

made  by  him,  by  Reason  :  and  without  him,  Reason,  was  not  j 

any  thing  made  that  was  made.  In  him.  Reason,  was  life ;  and 
the  life  was  the  light  of  men.  And  the  light  shineth  in  dark- 
ness ;  and  the  darkness  comprehended  it  not.  There  was  a  man  | 
sent  from  God,  whose  name  was  John.  The  same  came  for  a  : 
witness,  to  bear  witness  of  the  Light."  John,  you  know,  was  l 
a  light---a  burning  and  a  shining  light ;  but  he  had  to  bear  I 
witness  to  a  brighter  light,— one  emphatically  called  the  "True 
Light."  "  This  was  the  true  Light,  which  lighteth  every  man 
that  cometh  into  the  world.  He  was  in  the  world,"  Reason 
was  ;  "  and  the  world  was  made  by  him,  and  the  world  knew 
him  not.  He  came  unto  his  own,  and  his  own  received  him 
not.  But  as  many  as  received  him,"  that  is,  Reason  ;  "  to 
them  gave  he  power  to  become  the  sons  of  G^d,  even  to  them 
tliat  believe  on  his  name  :"  on  the  name  of  Reason,  "  which 
were  born  not  of  blood,  nor  of  the  will  of  the  flesh,  nor  of  the 
will  of  man,  but  of  God.  And  the  Word" — ^that  is.  Reason, — 
"  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us  (and  we  beheld  his 
glory,  the  glorv  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father)  full  of 
grace  and  trutn."  Reason  begotten  of  the  Father !  One  of 
God's  attributes  begotten  of  himself !  And  this,  "  the  only 
l>egotten."  What  profound  logic !  "  John  bear  witness  of 
him,"  of  Reason  ;  "  and  cried,  saying,  This  was  he  of  whom  I 
spake,  He  that  cometh  after  me'* — Reason — "  is  preferred  be- 
fore me  :  for  he  was  before  me.  And  of  his  fulness" — ^fulness 
of  Reason  1 — "  have  all  we  received,  and  grace  for  grace. '  But 
mark  the  next  passage.  "  For  the  law  was  given  by  Moses, 
but  grace  and  truth  came  by  Jesus  Christ."  So  that  Reason, 
after  all,  was  Jesus  Christ ! 

Come,  now,  I'll  read  the  passage  with  the  common  sense 
view  of  it,  without  this  "  ingenuity."  Follow  me  again,  if 
you  please.  Here  you  find  Christ  designated  by  his  own  spe- 
cial title,  the  Word,  or  Logos.    See  Rev.  xix.,  13, — "And he 
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was  clothed  with  a  vesture  dipped  in  blood,  and  his  name  is 
•  called  the  Word  of  God."  He  is  also  caUed  "  The  Light ;" 
**  The  true  Light ;"  "  the  only  begotten  Son  of  God,  m  the 
bosom  of  the  Father."  I  resume  reading  from  John  : — "  In 
the  beginnine  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God, 
and  the  Word  was  God.  The  same  was  in  the  beginning  with 
God.  All  things  were  made  by  him ;  that  is,  oy  the  Son ; 
**  and  without  him  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made. 
In  him," — ^that  is,  the  Lord  of  light  and  elorjr — "  was  life  ; 
and  the  life  was  the  light  of  men.  And  tne  hght  shinem  in 
darkness ;  and  the  darkness  comprehended  it  not."  The  Light 
is  the  Saviour.  He  says  of  himself,  in  another  passage, — "  I 
am  the  light  .of  the  world :  he  that  folio weth  me  shall  not 
walk  in  darkness,  but  shall  have  the  light  of  life."  "  There 
was  a  man  sent  from  Grod,  whose  name  was  John.  The  same 
came  for  a  witness,  to  bear  witness  of  the  Light,  that  all  men 
through  him  might  believe.  He  was  not  that  Light,  but  was 
sent  to  bear  witness  of  that  Light."  John  took  care  never  to 
take  glory  to  himself.  John  would  honour  Jesus.  John  loved 
the  Saviour.  He  kept  close  to  his  own  sacred  office  as  the 
humble  herald  or  forerunner  of  the  Lord  of  light  and  glory. 
"  That  was  the  true  Light,  which  lighteth  every  man  that 
Cometh  into  the  world."  You  will  remember  our  Lord  him- 
self said  that  he  came  forth  from  the  Father  into  the  world, 
and  again  left  it,  and  went  to  the  Father.  *'  He  was  in  the 
world,  and  the  world  was  made  by  him,  and  the  world  knew 
him  not.  Some  people  say  it  was  merely  the  spiritual  world 
he  made  ;  that  it  was  the  Christian  economy  he  founded. 
Why,  the  text  say,  it  was  the  very  same  world  he  made  that 
knew  him  not.  "  feut  as  many  as  received  him,  to  them  gave  he 
power  to  become  the  sons  of  God,  even  to  them  that  believe 
on  his  name."  Believe  on  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  thou 
ahalt  be  saved.  **  Which  were  bom,  not  of  blood,  nor  of  the 
will  of  the  flesh,  nor  of  the  will  of  man,  but  of  God.  And 
the  word  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us."  Agreeably 
to  what  Paul  says,  that  he  was  in  the  form  of  God,  and 
thought  it  not  robbery,  or  usurpation,  to  be  equal  with  God, 
but  made  himself  of  no  reputation,  and  took  upon  him  the 
form  of  a  servant,  and  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  men.  "  The 
word  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us  (and  we  beheld  his 
glory,  the  glory  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father),  full 
of  grace  and  truth." 

And  so  I  might  proceed.  But  I  am  anxious  to  get  forward 
with  a  ^eat  deal  of  important  matter  that  I  have  to  lay  before 
you.  Thus,  throughout  the  whole  passage,  the  glorious 
Lagos  is  a  person,  not  an  attribute  ;  and  receives  the  names 
which  in  various  other  parts  of  Scripture  are  appropriated 
to  him  ; — ^Tlie  Word  ;  Light ;  the  true  Light ;  the  only  be- 
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gotten  of  the  Father  ;  the  Son,  who  is  in  the  hosom  of  thf 
Father  ;  and  so  on.  You  have  seen  the  glaring  absurdity  of 
my  opponent's  perversion. 

My  opponent  refers  to  John  xvii,  3,  where  our  Lord  says, — 
"  And  this  is  life  eternal,  to  know  thee  the  only  true  God, 
and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  has  sent."  The  term  Jesus 
Christ  refers  to  the  human  nature  of  the  Saviour,  which  of 
course  must  he  acknowledged  by  men,  or  they  never  can  be 
saved.  The  term  God  includes  the  Son,  as  well  as  the  Father  ; 
for  Christ  and  his  Father  are  one  ;  and  he  that  hath  seen  the 
Son  hath  seen  the  Father  also.  The  passage  only  shows  the 
intimate,  essential,  and  eternal  union  between  the  Father 
and  the  Son  •  for  "  he  is  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in 
him."  And  St.  John  says,  "  he  that  abideth  in  the  doctrine 
of  Christ,  he  hath  both  the  Father  and  the  Son.  (2  John,  9.) 
But  whoso  denieth  the  Son,  the  same  hath  not  the  Father. 
Let  that  therefore  abide  in  you,  which  ye  have  heard  from 
the  beginning  ;  if  that  which  ye  have  heard  from  the  be- 
ginning shall  remain  in  you,  ve  shall  also  continue  in  the 
Son,  and  in  the  Father.  If  there  come  any  unto  you,  and 
bring  not  this  doctrine,  receive  him  not  into  your  house, 
neither  bid  him  God  speed." 

The  term  "true  God" — the  term  which  1  am  referring  to, 
as  quoted  by  Mr.  Barker,-^is  applicable  to  Christ  as  well  as 
to  the  Father.  See  1  John  v.,  20, — ^'  And  we  know  that  the 
Son  of  God  is  come,  and  hath  given  us  an  understanding, 
that  we  may  know  him  that  is  true."  But  who  is  he  that  is 
true  ?  His  Son,  Jesus  Christ.  "  And  we  are  in  him  that  is 
true,  even  in  his  Son  Jesus  Christ.  THIS  IS  THE  TRUE 
GOD,  AND  ETERNAL  LIFE."  Here  Jesus  Christ  is  distin- 
guished by  two  titles — one  is.  The  True  God;  the  other  is. 
Eternal  Life,  That  the  pronoun  "  This*'  refers  to  the  ante- 
cedent "  Jestis  Christ,**  is  clearly  established  both  by  the  laws 
of  grammar,  and  the  sense  ;  for  Jesus  Christ  is  the  conspicu- 
ous object  of  the  whole  passage.  The  title  of  "  Eternal  lAfe** 
confirms  this  decision  ;  for  this  same  title  is  given  to  Christ 
by  St.  John  in  a  preceding  passage.  "  That  which  was  from 
the  beginning,  which  we  have  heard,  which  we  have  seen 
with  our  eyes,  which  we  have  looked  upon,  and  our  hands 
have  handled  of  the  word  of  life  ;  for  the  life  was  mani- 
fested, and  we  have  seen,  and  bear  witness,  and  show  unto 
you  that  eternal  life  which  was  with  the  Father,  and  was 
manifested  unto  us."  i.,  12.  Can  any  thing  be  more  clear 
than  the  application  of  the  name  Eternal  Life  toChrist  in  this 
passage  ?  It  is  he  who  was  with  the  Father,  but  who  was  ma- 
nifested unto  them,  whom  the  apostles  had  seen,  and  whom 
they  had  handled,  who  is  here  styled  " Eterval  Life**  And 
who  was  this  but  Christ  ?  Thus  previously  identified,  there  is  no 
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question  as  to  whom  the  apostle  refers  in  the  subsequent  pas- 
sage, when  he  employs  the  same  designation.  The  conclusion, 
therefore,  is  inevitable  ;  Jesus  Christ  is  called  "  the  true 
GrOD,  and  eternal  Lipb/' 

My  opponent  alleges  that  Christ  had  fellows;  and  that 
therefore  ne  cannot  be  God.  He  might  as  well  assert  that  he 
is  man,  as  man,  and  therefore  cannot  be  God.  That  Christ 
in  his  human  nature  had  fellows,  we  at  once  admit ;  for,  else, 
how  could  he  have  been  made  in  all  things  like  unto  his  bre- 
thren. But,  even  in  reference  to  his  Divine  nature,  he  is  spoken 
of  as  the  Almighty's  fellow.  See  Zech.  xiii.,  7, — "  Awake,  0 
sword,  against  my  shepherd,  and  against  the  man  that  is  my 
Fellow,  saith  the  Lord  of  Hosts  :  smite  the  Shepherd,  and  the 
sheep  shall  be  scattered."  This  accords  with  the  passage 
which  savs  that  he  was  "  in  the  form  of  God,  and  equal  with 
God."    ]?hil.  ii. 

Mv  opponent  says  that  the  prophecy  in  Tsatah,  "  Unto  us  a 
chila  is  bom,"  <fec.  refers  to  Hezekiah.  Now  mark  this !  It 
is  a  monstrous  absurdity  ;  and  not  only  unsupported  by  any 
authority,  but  totally  opposed  to  both  common  sense  and 
Scripture.  Let  us  read  the  entire  passage,  and  see  how  it 
comports  with  Hezekiah,  or  any  mere  man : — "  For  unto  us  a 
child  is  born,  unto  us  a  son  is  given  :  and  the  government 
shall  be  upon  his  shoulder :  and  his  name  shall  be  called 
Wonderful,  Counsellor,  The  Mighty  God,  the  Everlasting 
Father,  the  Prince  of  Peace.  Of  the  increase  of  his  govern- 
ment and  peace  there  shall  be  no  end  ;  upon  the  throne  of 
David,  and  upon  his  kingdom,  to  order  it,  and  to  establish  it 
with  judgment  and  with  justice  from  henceforth  even  for  ever." 
This  ne  applies  to  Hezekiah !  "  The  mighty  God  ;"  is  that 
applicable  to  Hezekiah  ?  "  The  everlasting  Father  ;"  is  that 
applicable  to  a  creature  of  a  day  ?  "  Of  the  increase  of  his 
government  and  peace  there  shall  be  no  end  ;"  is  that  appli- 
cable to  Hezekiah?  Why,  in  one  hundred  yeare  after  this 
prophecy  the  throne  of  Hezekiah  was  overturned,  and  his 
kingdom  destroyed ;  and  there  has  never  been  an  independent 
monarch  upon  the  throne  from  that  day  to  this,  a  period  of 
above  two  thousand  years !  And,  yet  it  is  declared  of  "  the 
increase  of  his  government  and  his  peace  there  shall  be  no 
end  I" 

But  there  is  something  very  happy  in  Mr.  Barker's  absurdi- 
ties ;  for  his  blunders  overturn  his  arguments,  and  sap  the 
very  foundation  of  his  theory.  The  mighty  God,  he  says, 
means  Gabriel.  Before,  it  meant  Hezekiah  ;  then,  the  next 
moment,  it  means  Gabriel.  But  was  Hezekiah  the  angel 
Gabriel ;  or  was  Gabriel  the  man  Hezekiah  ?  He  reasons 
away  about  identity  when  debating  the  persons  in  the  God- 
head ;  but  he  can  sacrifice  identity,  as  well  as  all  logic,  philo- 
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sophy,  and  common  sense,  to  suit  his  theory.  The  passage 
may  mean  Gabriel,  or  Hezekiah,  or  any  person  else,  if  we 
will  only  keep  Christ  out  of  the  way.  But  the  person  here 
spoken  of  was  to  be  bom.  Was  Gabriel  ever  bom  1  Was 
David  the  father  of  Gabriel  ?  Did  Gabriel  ever  sit  upon  the 
throne  of  David  ?  What  monstrous  absurdities  !  which  need 
only  to  be  mentioned  to  be  exploded  into  a  thousand  frag- 
ments. 

Besides,  the  word  is  not  Gabriel.  It  is  quite  a  difiFerent 
word.  The  word  Gabriel  is  formed  in  a  different  way.  The 
one  is  Gabri-el;  but  the  word  in  the  text  is  ^  Al-GahorJ'  But 
since  the  passage  will  not  apply  to  Hezekiah,  or  to  Gabriel,  let 
us  see  if  it  will  apply  to  our  blessed  Lord.  *. "  Unto  us  a  child 
is  born."  Thank  God  I  he  was  born,  and  of  the  virgin  too. 
"  Unto  us  a  Son  is  given."  Blessed  be  God  I  he  was  given. 
"  And  the  government  shall  be  upon  his  shoulder."  Yes  !  he 
is  raised  to  the  right  hand  of  God,  in  imperial  majesty,  as  the 
mediatorial  governor  of  the  earth.  "  And  he  shall  be  called 
Wonderful,  Counsellor,  The  Mighty  God,  The  everlasting 
Father,  The  Prince  of  Peace.  Of  the  increase  of  his  govern- 
ment and  peace  there  shall  be  no  end."  He  shall  reign  until 
all  the  ends  of  the  earth  shall  see  his  salvation,  and  the 
kings  of  Sheba  shall  offer  gifts,  yea,  all  Kings  shall  bow 
down  before  him,  and  all  nations  shall  serve  him  :  for  he  must 
reign  until  he  has  put  all  enemies  under  his  feet :  and  his  glory 
is  everlasting. 

My  opponent  says  that  the  Scriptures  teach  the  inferiority 
of  Christ.  We  know  that.  In  his  human  nature,  he  is  infe- 
rior. In  his  official  character,  he  assumed  an  inferiour  capa- 
city, for  he  became  Mediator.  But  inferiority  of  office  does  not 
imply  inferiority  of  nature.  The  Prime  Minister  of  this  realm 
has  an  inferior  office  to  her  Majesty  ;  but  has  he  an  inferior 
nature  ?  Mr.  Barker  has  an  inferior  office  to  her  Majesty  ; 
but  does  he  think  he  is  inferior  in  nature  to  her  Majesty  s  An 
ambassador  has  an  inferior  office  to  the  sovereign  ;  but  has  he 
an  inferior  nature  ?    Ju^ge  ye. 

My  opponent  quotes  the  passage  where  the .  Saviour  says, 
**  My  Father  is  greater  than  I."  Yes,  greater  in  glory,  be- 
cause Christ  had  then  laid  aside  his  glory,  and,  as  the  apostle 
says,  had  then  "  made  himself  of  no  reputation."  The  con- 
text explains  the  meaning.  Christ  says,  "  If  ye  loved  me,  ye 
would  rejoice  because  I  said  I  go  to  my  Father,  for  my  Father 
is  greater  tlian  I."  The  ground  for  their  joy  explains  the 
whole.  Christ  was  then  in  his  humble  and  inferior  state,  for 
us.  His  Father,  therefore,  was  greater  than  he  in  glory.  But 
the  Redeemer  was  about  to  leave  the  world,  and  enter  into  his 
glory — "  the  glory  which  he  had  with  the  Father  before  the 
world  was,"   when  he  thought  it  no  usurpation  to  be  equal 
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with  God.  On  this  account,  therefore,  the  apostles,  if  they 
loved  him,  ought  to  rejoice  ; — ^his  Father  being  greater  than  he, 
in  his  present  condition ;  'and  he  about  to  be  exalted  to  his 
throne.  Therefore,  if  they  loved  him,  they  ought  to  rejoice  at 
his  going  to  his  Father. 

My  opponent  says  that  Christ  could  not  be  God  because  he 
did  not  laaow  the  period  of  the  day  of  judgment.  But  if  this 
argument  be  valid,  it  would,  on  Mr.  Barker's  principle, — 
Mark  !  Aw  own  principle^  one  of  his  oum  precious  truths  in  the 
19th  Christian, — it  would,  on  his  oirni  principle,  undeify  the 
Father;  for  there  Mr.  Barker  affirms  that  God  does  not  know 
contingent  actions.  He  says  the  Father  did  not  know  whether 
Jesus  would  be  the  Christ  or  a  profligate  ;  and  that  God  the 
Father  no  more  foreknows  the  character  of  any  man  than  his 
own  parents  do.  But  the  word  ddo^  means,  not  only  to  know, 
but  also  to  make  knoton.  See  1  Cor.  ii.  2.  The  passage  before 
us  may  mean  that  it  was  not  the  province  of  the  Redeemer*s 
ministry,  nor  of  the  ministry  of  angels,  to  make  knouon  that 
event ;  but  the  Father  would  make  it  known  by  his  providence 
in  the  event  itself.  Or  the  passage  may  mean  that  the  Divine 
nature  or  Godhead,  implied  in  the  term  Father,  had  not  revealed 
it  unto  the  human  nature  of  the  man  Christ  Jesus.  Nor  is 
tliis  any  more  opposed  to  the  true  Godhead  of  Christ  than  the 
fact  that  he  is  said  to  have  grown  in  wisdom,  and  in  stature, 
and  in  favour  with  God  and  man.  The  circumstance  simply 
proves  that  he  was  man  as  well  as  God. 

My  opponent  says  that  Christ  was  made  Lord  as  well  as 
Christ.  I  call  attention  to  the  word  "  m<ide  y"  because  the  in- 
ference of  Mr.  Barker  is  that  if  he  were  made  Lord,  he  could 
not  be  essentially  Lord  in  himself.  True,  his  human  nature 
wa>3  exalted  to  the  authority  of  Lordship.  That  is  what  we 
maintain.  But  in  reference  to  his  Divine  nature,  he  was 
called  Jehovah  many  ages  before  he  appeared  in  the  flesh,  as 
we  shall  shortly  see.  And  therefore  he  was  not  made  Lord  in 
that  sense,  but  was  essentially  Lord  and  God. 

I  shall  now  proceed  with  the  continuation  of  my  positive 
proofs  of  the  Godhead  of  Jesus  Christ. 

Mr.  Barker  states  that  Christ  is  only  "  a  pious  young  man  y" 
but  the  apostle  Paul  calls  him  "  the  messed  God^'  and  "  God 
over  all.''  Romans  ix.,  5  ; — "Whose  are  the  fathers,  and  of 
whom  as  concerning  the  flesh  Christ  came,  who  is  over  all, 
God,  blessed  for  evermore."  Now,  mark  ;  first  here  is  a  dis- 
tinction of  his  human  nature,  "he  came  in  the  flesh  ;"  secondly, 
here  is  a  recognition  of  his  Godhead  in  the  two  titles,  "  llie 
Blessed  God, '  and  **  God  over  alL'^ 

Mr.  Barker  states  that  Christ  is  only  *^  a  pious  young  man*** 
The  apostle  Peter  says  that  he  is  "  Lord  of  all,*  ^  Acts  x.,  36, 
— "  Preaching  peace  by  Jesus  Christ :  (he  is  Lord  of  all.) " 
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St.  Paul  calls  him  "  Lord  over  alV*  ^*  For  the  same  Lord  over 
all,  is  rich  unto  all  that  call  upon  him/'  Romans  x.,  12.  The 
same  apostle  calls  him  "  The  Lord  of  Glory.**  **  Which  none 
of  the  princes  of  this  world  knew :  for  had  they  known  it  they 
would  not  hare  crucified  the  Lord  of  Glory*"    1  Cor,  ii.  8. 

In  the  same  exalted  sense,  he  is  called  "  King  of  Kings,  and 
Lord  of  Lords,  *  Rer.  xvii.,  14  ;  xix.  13,  15, — "  The  Lamb 
shall  oTercome  them,  for  he  is  Lord  of  Lords,  and  King  of 
Kings.  His  name  is  the  Word  of  God  ;  and  he  hath  on  his 
vesture,  and  on  his  thigh  a  name  written,  King  of  Kings  and 
Lord  of  Lords."  In  Acts  xx.,  28,  he  is  called  God.  "Feed 
the  church  of  God,  which  he  hath  purchased  with  his  own 
blood.*'  I  am  aware  there  is  a  variety  in  the  reading  of  this 
passage  ;  some  reading,  "Church  of  the  Lord  ;*'  others  reading, 
"  The  church  of  the  Lord  God  ;*'  and  others,  "  The  church  of 
God,*'  as  in  the  received  text.  But  Schulz,  whose  book  is 
before  me,  and  who  is  a  more  weighty  authority  than  Gries- 
bach,  retains  the  received  reading.  The  Vulgate  has  it  "  the 
Church  of  God  1 '  the  Arabic,  "  the  Church  of  the  Lord  God." 
The  received  text  is  very  probably  correct,  as  it  comports  with 
the phrasology  of  Scripture.  Now,  mark !  the  phrase  "  Church 
of  God,"  occurs  in  eleven  passages  :  but  the  phrase  "  Church 
of  the  Lord,*'  occurs  nowhere  in  the  New  Testament.  These 
are  weighty  reasons  for  the  received  reading  being  genuine. 

In  1  Timothy,  iii.,  16,  Christ  is  called  God,  "  And  without 
controversy  great  is  the  mystery  of  godliness  :  God  was  mani-^ 
fosted  in  the  flesh.**  1  know  there  is  a  various  reading  in 
(Jriesbach  ;  but  the  received  text  is  admitted  by  Schulz  ;  and 
1  am  prepared  to  prove  it  genuine,  when  Mr.  Barker  states  his 
reason  for  excepting  to  it. 

Mr.  Barker  says  that  Christ  is  only  '^  a  pious  young  man  y'* 
but  the  Scriptures  declare  that  he  is  Jehovah.  In  Zech.  xii., 
10,  thus  speaks  Jehovah  : — ^'  And  I  will  pour  out  upon  tlie 
house  of  David,  and  upon  the  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem,  the 
spirit  of  grace  and  of  supplications  :  and  they  shall  look  upon 
ME  whom  they  have  pierced.**  St.  John  seems  to  have  had 
his  eye  upon  this  prophecy  when,  speaking  of  our  Lord,  he 
says,  "  Behold,  he  comet h  with  clouds ;  and  every  eye  shall 
soe  him,  and  they  also  which  pierced  him  :  and  all  kindreds  of 
the  earth  shall  wail  because  of  him.'*  It  was  Christ  who  was 
pierced  ;  and  the  prophet  calls  him  Jehovah. 

Numerov>s  passages  in  the  Old  Testament,  where  Jehovah  is 
spoken  of  are  qtioted  in  the  Neio  Testament,  and  expressly  applied 
to  our  Saviour.  Psalm  Ixviii.,-^"  Thou  hast  ascended  on  high, 
thou  hast  led  captivity  captive  :  thou  hast  received  gifts  for 
men ;  yea,  for  the  rebellious  also,  that  the  Lord  Grod  might 
dwell  among  them,**  that  JEHOVAH  God  miglit  dwell  among 
them.     "  Blessed  be  the  Lord,'*  blessed  be  JEHOVAH,  "  who 
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daily  loadeth  us  with  benefits,  even  the  God  of  our  salvation." 
Now,  in  this  passage,  he  who  ascended  on  high,  and  led  cap- 
tivity captive,  is  called  JEHOVAH  :  but  this  passage  is  ap- 
plied to  Christ  by  St.  Paul.  Hence  he  says,  in  Eph.  iv.,  be- 
ginning at  the  8th  verse, — "Wherefore  he  saith,  when  he 
ascended  up  on  high,  he  led  captivity  captive,  and  gave  gifts 
unto  men.  (Now  that  he  ascended,  what  is  it  but  that  he  also 
descended  first  unto  the  lower  parts  of  the  earth  1  He  that 
descended  is  the  same  also  that  ascended  up  far  above  all 
heavens,  that  he  might  fill  all  things.)  And  he  gave  some, 
apostles  ;  and  some,  prophets  ;  and  some,  evangelists ;  and 
some,  pastors  and  teacners."  This  so  clearly  speaks  of  the 
burial  and  resurrection  of  Christ  as  to  defy  all  pe^rverted  inge- 
nuity  to  give  it  another  meaning.  But  he  who  is  thus  described 
is  called  Jehovah  God.  Yet  Mr.  Barker  says  he  is  only  a 
pious  young  man !  You  have,  therefore,  only  to  take  your 
choice  which  you  will  believe, — Mr.  Barker,  or  the  apostle 
Paul  and  the  Psalmist  David. 

In  Hebrews  i.,  10,  the  same  apostle  quotes  a  passage  from  the 
102nd  Psalm,  and  applies  it  to  Christ,  saying,  "  Thou  Lord  in 
the  beginning  hast  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth,  and  the 
heavens  are  the  work  of  thine  hands  ;"  but  in  the  Psalm  from 
which  this  is  quoted,  this  Glorious  Being  is  denominated  Jeho- 
vah not  less  than  eight  times.  Thus  proving  that  Chvist  laid 
the  foundation  of  the  earth,  and  created  the  heavens.  He  is 
also  described  as  Jehovah  ;  and  none  but  Jehovah  could  lay 
the  foundation  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth.  It  is  a  work 
which  Deity  every  where  challenges  as  his  OAvn  work. 

Christ  is  also  called  Jehovah  of  Hosts.  The  apostle  Paul,  in 
his  first  epistle,  2nd  chapter,  8th  verse,  speaks  of  Christ  as  "  a 
stone  of  stumbling  and  a  rock  of  offence,"  but  this  is  a  quota- 
tion from  Isaiah  viii.,  14,  where  this  stone  of  stumbling  is  said 
to  be  Jehovah  of  Hosts.  _  **  Sanctify  Jehovah  of  Hosts  him- 
self, and  let  him  be  your  fear,  and  let  him  be  your  dread. 
And  he  shall  be  for  a  sanctuary  ;  but  for  a  stone  of  stumbling, 
and  for  a  rock  of  ofi^ence."  Seven  times  is  the  sacred  name  of 
Jehovah  used  in  this  chapter  ;  and  the  melancholy  history  of 
the  Jewish  nation  shows  us  in  what  respect  Jehovah  Christ 
was  a  stumbling  block  to  them,  and  presents  a  fulfilment  of 
this  prophecy  awfully  true  to  the  very  letter. 

Isaiah  beheld  the  glory  of  Jehovah  Christ  in  his  pre-existent 
state.  Now  just  bear  in  mind  what  our  blessed  Saviour  said, — 
"  Father,  I  will  that  they  also,  whom  thou  hast  given  me,  be 
with  me  where  I  am ;  that  they  may  behold  my  glory,  which 
thou  hast  given  me  :  for  thou  lovedst  me  before  the  foundation 
of  the  world  ;"  and,  of  course,  before  all  succeeding  ag?s. 
See,  then,  his  glory.  Just  look  at  the  opened  heaven  des- 
cribed by  the  prophet,  and  gaze  upon  the  Son  of  God  !     "In 
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the  year  that  king  Uzziah  died,  I  saw  also  the  Lord  sitting 
upon  a  throne,  high  and  lifted  up,  and  his  train  filled  the  tem- 
ple.    Ahove  it  stood  the  seraphims :  each  one  had  six  wins^ ; 
with  twain  he  covered  his  face,  and  with  twain  he  covered  his 
feet,  and  with  twain  he  did  fly.     And  one  cried  unto  another, 
and  said,  Holy,  holy,  holy,  is  Jehovah  of  Hosts :  the  whole 
earth  is  full  of  his  glory.  *     But  how  do  we  know  that  this 
Glorious  Being  was  Christ?     (Slight  interruption.)     Let  me 
have  attention.    How  do  we  know  that  this  was  Christ  ?    The 
apostle  John  is  our  authority.    John,  quoting  from  this  very- 
prophecy  respecting  the  hlindness  of  the  Jews  in  rejecting  the 
Saviour,  says,   "Ihese  things  said  Esaias  when  he  saw  his 
glory,  and  spake  of  him."     John  xii,  40,  41.     But  he  whom 
prophets  and  aposties  call  Jehovah  of  Hosts,  Mr.  Barker  asserts 
"is  only  the  son  of  Joseph" — ^a  pious  young  man.     You  have 
therrfore  to  choose  whether  you  will  believe  Mr.  Barker,  or 
the  word  of  God.  * 

What,  then,  is  the  evidence  before  us  ?  That  Christ  is  called 
God  ;  our  God  ;  the  Lord  God ;  God  with  us ;  the  true  God  ; 
the  great  God  ;  the  mighiy  God  ;  The  Almighty  ;  Jehovah ; 
Jehovah  God  ;  Jehovah  of  Hosts.  All  these  titles  are  given  to 
Christ,  whom  Mr.  Barker  asserts  to  be  the  son  of  Joseph,  a 
pious  young  man.  If  those  titles  belong  to  a  pious  young  man, 
1  would  ask  Mr.  Barker  to  tell  me  what  are  the  distmctive  titles 
which  ciiaracterize  the  Deity  of  the  Father  ? 

I  now  come  to  the  attributes  of  Deity,  showing  that  they  also 
are  ascribed  to  the  Saviour. 

Eternity  is  ascribed  to  our  blessed  Lord*  Mr.  Barker  says 
Christ  "e5  only  apioiisyoung  man;"  but  in  a  passage  already 
quoted,  (Isaiah  ix,  6,)  he  is  called  "the  everlasting  Father,"  or 
"  the  Father  of  Eternity."  Mr.  Barker,  like  the  Jews  who  took 
up  stones  to  cast  at  him,  says  that  he  was  not  fifty  years  old, 
*  although  Christ  himself  declares  he  ^*  was  before  Abraham  ; ' 
and  Micah  declares  that  "his  goings  forth  had  been  from  of  old, 
even  from  the  days  of  eternity,' '  The  apostle  Paul  says  that "  he 
was  before  all  things."  Col.  i,  17.  St»  John  declares  that  "he 
was  in  the  beginning  with  God,"  that  is,  with  the  Father,  In 
**the  beginning f"  that  undefined  and  undefinable  duration,  be- 
fore all  creation ;  before  there  was  a  flaming  seraph  or  a  craw- 
ling worm ;  before  there  was  either  a  revolving  world  or  a 
solitary  atom  ;  when  universal  nature  was  a  universe  blank ; — 
in  the  beginning,  Christ  was  with  the  Father,  having  the  same 
,  undefined  and  everlasting  existence  as  the  Father.  He  was 
with  the  Father  from  eternity.  *The  Father  never  was,  but 
the  Son  was  with  him.  "In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and 
the  Word  was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was  God.  The  same 
was  in  the  beginning  with  God." 

Christ   is   Omnipotent,     In   a  passage  already  quoted,  he 
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is  called  the  "Mighty  God  ; "  and  his  mighty  acts  in  creation^ 
proyidence,  and  redemption,  display  his  Almightiness ;  showing^ 
him  to  be  o  pantokratOr^  the  Almighty. 

Our  blessed  Lord  is  Omniscient,  The  searching  of  the  heart 
is  peculiarly  declaratory  of  omniscience.  St.  John  ii.  25,  says 
he  "  needed  not  that  any  should  testify  of  man  ;  for  he  knew 
what  was  in  man."  St.  Peter,  appealing  to  him  as  the  heart- 
searching  Jehovah,  says, — "  Lord,  thou  knowest  all  things ; 
thou  knowest  that  I  love  thee."  John  xxi.,  17.  Our  Lord 
himself,  describing  the  fallen  state  of  the  several  churches, 
challenges  to  himself  the  prerogative  of  searching  the  heart  and 
the  reins.  "  And  all  the  churches  shall  know  that  I  am  ho 
which  searcheth  the  reins  and  the  hearts."  Rev,  ii.  23.  Tho 
searching  of  the  human  heart  is  challenged  by  Jehovah  as  his 
own  prerogative.  Jeremiah  xvii.,  10.  "I  Jehovah  search 
the  heart,  I  try  the  reins,  even  to  give  every  man  according  to 
his  ways."  "^ 

'  Our  Lord  is  declared  Immutable.  The  heavens  are  therwork 
<5f  his  hands,  and  they  change,  but  he  changes  not !  Hebrews 
i.,  10 — 12,  *'  Thou,  Lord,  in  the  begisning  hast  laid  the  foun- 
dation of  the  earth  ;  and  the  heavens  are  the  works  of  thine 
hands.  They  shall  perish  ;  but  thou  remainest :  and  they  all 
shall  wax  old  as  dotli  a  garment ;  and  as  a  vesture  shalt  thou 
fold  them  up,  and  they  shall  be  changed :  but  thou  firt  the 
same,  and  thy  years  shall  not  change."  Thus,  then,  nature 
may  change  ;  the  everlasting  hills  may  crumble  into  ruin; 
rocks  of  adamant  may  perish  ;  earth  may  pass  away ;  and  the 
heavens  be  rolled  together  as  a  parchment  scroll.  But  Jesus 
never  changes — ^never  did  change — ^never  wiU  change.  Yet 
Mr.  Barker  speaks  of  liim  as  a  young  man  whose  character  was 
once  doubtful — 'whose  perseverance  in  piety  was  once  uncertain. 
Thus  it  is  that  Mr.  Barker  and  the  Scriptures  are  in  perpetual 
collision.  If'  we  must  embracie  his  sentiments,  we  must  reject 
the  Scriptures  :  if  we  hold  the  Scriptures,  we  must  repudiate 
his  sentiments. 

Ot*r  Lord  is  Omnipresent.  He  declared  to  his  disciples,  for 
their  encouragement,  "  Lo,  I  am  with  you  alway,  even  unto 
the  end  of  the  world."  Matt,  xxviii/,  20.  For  the  encourage- 
ment of  his  worshippers,  he  has  said,  "  For  where  two  or  three 
are  gathered  together  in  my  name,  there  am  I  in  the  midst  of 
them.*'  Matt,  xviii.,  20.  Is  that  appropriate  language  for 
merely  a  ^ious  young  man  ?  Is  that  appropriate  language  for 
a  worm  of  earth,  like  myself  and  Mr.  Barker?  Imagine 
'congregations  of  worshippers  in  various  parts  of  the  world. — 
Imagine  thousands  of  God's  people  privately  in  their  closets, — 
imagine  them  in  every  possible  circumstance  of  privacy,  of 
retirement,  or  assembling  and  employed  in  public  worship,— 
imagine  them  i&bosoming  their  cares^  spreading  forth  their 
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yrtaxisy  urging  their  fervetit  supplications  ;  and  yet  Christ  as* 
fuming  the  prerogatire  of  being  wherever  his  people  are — of 
listening  to  every  sigh,  of  attending  to  every  want,  of  reading 
every  doubt,  and  of  dispensing  to  every  aoul  according  to  his 
need  the  precise  blessing  which  his  circumstances  may  require, 
and  his  desires  may  crave.  Thus  Mr.  Barker's  views  and  the 
Scriptures  are  it  opposition  again.  The  attributes  we  have 
now  mentioned  are  the  attributes  of  Deity  alone.  They  are 
not  communicable  to  a  creature.  They  can  belong  to  none 
but  Grod.  They  are  perfections  which  distinguish  God  from 
all  other  beings  in  the  universe  ;  and  since  they  are  ascribed 
to  Jesus  Christ,  they  prove  his  Godhead  beyond  dispute.  To 
ascribe  these  attributes  to  merely  a  pious  young  man,  is  to  be 
guilty  of  the  grossest  absurdity.  Yet  this  absurdity  runs 
through  the  whole  of  my  opponent's  system.  I  am  sorry  to 
make  these  remarks,  but  the  truth  requires  me  to  make  them; 
and  I  must  place  falsehood  in  contrast  with  the  word  of  Grod. 

The  works  of  Qod  are  ascribed  to  our  blessed  jSaviour*  He 
ere(xted  all  worlds,  John  i.,  8,  ^^  All  things  were  made  by 
him  ;  and  without  him. was  not  any  thing  made  that  ^raa 
made."  Now,  observe,  the  fact  is  stated  both  positively  and 
negai,ivdy»  In  the  first  place,  positively, — "  All  things  were 
made  by  him  :"  in  the  second  place,  negatively, — "  And  with- 
out hin^  was  not  any  thing  made  that  was  made."  And  if  you 
refer  to  the  10th  verse,  you  will  find  it  was  this  very  world  in 
which  we  live  that  Christ  made.  "  He  was  in  the  world,  and 
tlie  world  was  made  by  him,  and  the  world  knew  him  not." 
In  Heb.  i.,  10,  we  have  the  same  work  ascribed  to  him. — 
*'  Thou,  Lord,  in  the  beginning  hast  laid  the  foundation  of  the 
earth  ;  and  the  heavens  are  the  works  of  thine  hands."  See 
also  Col.  i.,  16, — "  For  by  him  were  all  things  created  that  are 
in  heaven,  and  that  are  in  earth,  visible  and  invisible,  whether 
they  be  thrones,  or  dominions,  or  principalities,  or  powers  ;  all 
things  were  created  by  him,  and  for  him  :  and  he  is  before  all 
things,  aud  by  him  all  things  consist."  The  apostle  might 
have  anticipated  the  objections  of  unbelievers,  and  therefore 
has  heaped  term  upon  term,  and  employed  a  circumlocutory 
form  of  expression,  which  includes  aU  varieties  of  existence  in 
heaven  and  in  earth — ^visible  and  invisible.  What  can  there 
be  beside  ?  In  the  face  of  this  evidence,  Mr.  Barker  maintain^ 
that ''  Christ  is  onfy  a  pious  young  man,^*  Sp  that  we  are  com- 
pelled, on  his  principle,  either  to  maintain  that  creation  is  no 
creation,  or  ascribe  this  glorious  work  to  a  pious  young  man, 
who  had  no  existence  till  about  eighteen  hundred  years  ago, 
«fter  the  world  had  been  formed  four  thousand  years.  Tha9 
Mr.  Barker  8  system  of  theology,  and  the  apostle's  authority, 
are  in  direct  colU^ion  again.  And  I  would  here  state  that  Dr. 
£rie»tky,  whom  Mr.  Barker  eulogizes  to  heaven  in  his  publi- 
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cationiF-Br.  Priestley,  whose  writings  Mr.  Barker  places  8id4 
by  side  with  the  infallible  and  eternal  word  of  God, — ^this  Dr. 
Priestley  has  asserted  that  ^^  though  an  inspired  apostle  had 
taught  that  Christ  created  the  world,  we  are  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  believe  him  "  ! ! ! 

The  preservation  of  the  Universe  4S  ctscribed  to  the  Redeemer  ; 
for  it  is  said,  Heb.  i.,  3,  that  "  he  upholdeth  all  things  by  the 
word  of  his  power."  And  in  a  passage  which  I  before  quoted, 
it  is  said  that  by  "  him  all  things  consist,"  sunestBke,  are  held 
together,  as  by  a  hand  of  omnipotence — ^as  if  his  mighty  hand 
grasped  the  universe,  and  held  it  together ;  preserving  it  in 
undecaying  perpetuity  till  his  own  purposes  shall  be  accom* 
plished. 

I  observe,  toOy  that  Jesus  pardons  sin.  While  in  the  flesh  he 
exercised  this  prerogative.  Who  forgave  the  sins  of  the  poor 
man  sick  of  the  palsy  ?  Jesus.  Who  pardoned  the  woman 
out  of  whom  he  cast  seven  devils  1  Jesus.  Who  told  the  mur^ 
muring  Scribes  and  the  narrow-minded  Pharisees,  that  the  Son 
of  man  had  power  on  earth  to,  forgive  sins,  and,  to  silence  their 
complaints,  and  establish  his  prerogative,  wrought  a  miracle 
in  their  presence  ?  Jesus  : — ^thus  showing  that  the  prerogative 
he  assumed  was  inalienable  to  his  own  nature.  And  the  samd 
prero^tive  he  now  employs  in  heaven.  Hence  the  apostle  says. 
Col.  lii.  13, — "Forgiving  one  another,  if  any  man  have  a 
quarrel  against  any :  even  as  Christ  forgave  you,  so  also  do 
ye."  Mr.  Barker's  version  would  strip  the  passage  of  all 
dignity,  and  of  all  force.  "  Forgiving  one  another,  even  as  the 
pious  young  man  hath  forgiven  you."  But  if  Christ  be  only 
ft  pious  young  man,  it  devolves  on  Mr.  Barker  to  show  when 
we  ever  sinned  against  him  ;  and  what  it  is  that  he  has^  to 
forgive  us  ; — ^any  more  than  Paul,  or  Peter,  or  any  pious  man 
who  lived  in  aged  gone  by. 

Another  work  of  Christ  is  that  of  raising  the  dead  at  the  lasi 
day.  That  this  is  the  work  of  Deity  is  manifest  from  the 
foDowing  passage : — "  That  we  should  not  trust  in  ourselves 
but  in  God  which  raided  the  dead."  2  Cor.  i.,  9.  So  this 
work  is  the  prerogative  of  Christ,  who  is  God.  On  the  day  of 
judgment  he  will  proclaim  the  summons,  and,  behold,  "  all 
ikhat  are  in  the  graves  shall  hear  his  voice,  and  shkll  come  forth ; 
they  that  have  done  good,  unto  the  resurrection  of  life ;  and 
they  that  have  done  evil,  unto  the  resurrection  of  damnation." 
-—John  v.,  28,  29,  The  resurrection  of  the  body  into  its  con- 
stituent elements  after  its  dissolution,  and  its  multifarious 
cdmbinations  with  other  substances,  is  a  work  at  least  equal 
to  creation  itself,  and  necessarily  implies  the  exertion  or  an 
omnipotent  agent :  and  the  Scriptures  expressly  refer  it.  to 
such  an  agency,-^"  According  to  the  working  of  his  mighty 
power."    He,  therefore,  who  declares  himself  the  "  Resurrect 
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tion  and  the  Life,  declares  himself  to  be  truly  and  properlj 
God. 

Our  blessed  Lord  is  tojvdge  the  vH>rld,  and  appoint  unto  men 
and  devils  their  everlasting  destiny,  2  Cor.  v.,  10, — "  For  we 
must  all  appear  before  the  judgment  seat  of  Christ,"  and  so 
on.  "  The  Father  judgeth  no  man,  but  hath  committed  all 
judgment  unto  the  Son."  Yet  John,  in  giving,  a  prophetic 
description  of  the  awful  day  of  judgment,  says, — '*  And  I  saw 
the  dead,  both  small  and  great,  stand  before  God."  But  the 
FaXher  judpeth  no  man  ;  and  yet  it  is  God  that  judgeth  the 
world,,  so  tliat  it  is  most  evident  that  Christ,  who  is  our  judge^ 
is  God.  Thus  Mr.  Barker  and  the  Scriptures  are  in  collision 
again.  Indeed  the  nature  of  this  solemn  and  dignified  office 
»hows  that  it  is  preposterous  to  suppose  that  it  can  be  perform- 
ed by  one  "  who  is  merely  a  pious  young  man^"*  It  implies  not 
only  a  perfect  knowledge  of  the  divine  law,  but  a  most  perfect 
knowledge  of  the  character  of  every  human  being,  with  every 
event  in  the  history  of  our  world,  and  all  the  secret  springs  of 
human  conduct,  and  all  the  involved  and  complicated  modes 
of  human  sentiment  and  action  which  have  transpired  in  the 
myriads  of  our  race  for  many  thousands  of  years.  Such  attri- 
butes exist  not  in  the  mind  of  a  pious  young  man^  but  in  the 
Deity  alone. 

The  Scriptures  represent  our  blessed  Lord  as  The  proper  ob^ 
ject  of  tporship.  On  this  I  remark,  first,  the  Scriptures  ex-» 
pressly  and  peremptorily  forbid  worship  to  any  being  but 
God.  It  is  written, — "  Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God^ 
and  him  only  shalt  thou  serve.'^  Matt,  iv.,  16,  Secondljr, 
worship  to  any  creature  is  pronounced  idolatry,  and  is  a  sm 
against  which  the  heaviest  threatenings  are  denounced,  and  on 
account  of  which  the  heaviest  judgments  have  been  infiicted; 
Thirdly,  good  men  have  always  trembled  at  the  idea  of  receiv-* 
ing  even  the  semblance  of  religious  homage.  When  Cornelius 
fell  down  before  Peter,  the  apostle  took  him  up  and  said.  Stand 
up,  for  I  myself  also  am  a  man.  Acts  x.,  26,  26.  Barnabas 
and  Paul,  when  at  Lystra,  were  about  to  be  worshipped  by  the 
high  priest  of  Jupiter,  who  "  brought  oxen  and  garlands  unto 
the  gates,  and  would  have  done  sacrifice  with  the  people  ;  but. 
when  the  apostles  Barnabas  and  Paul  heard  of  it,  they  rent 
their  clothes,  and  ran  in  among  the  people,  crying  out,  and 
saying.  Sirs,  why  do  ye  these  things  ?  we  are  also  men  of  like 
passions  with  you,  and  preach  unto  you,  that  ye  should  turn 
from  these  vanities  unto  the  living  God,  which  made  heaven^ 
and  earth,  and  the  sea,  and  all  things  that  are  therein.*'  So 
that  none  but  the  Creator  is  to  be  worshipped ;  and  worship- 
ped because  he  is  the  Creator.  Even  angels  are  not  to  be  wor- 
shipped. When  St.  John,  overpowered  by  the  bright  angelio 
form  of  the  celestial  messenger  who  stood  before  him,  fell  at 
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his  feet  to  do  him  homage,  the  angel  immediately  interrupted 
him,  saying,  "See  thou  do  it  not.  Worship  God."  Rer, 
xxii.9  8,  9.  Yet  this  sacred  book,  which  so  strictly  forbids 
creature  worship  as  idolatry,  and  so  sacredly  guards  the  divine 
prerogative,  expressly  commands  the  worship  of  the  Saviour, 
and  furnishes  a  multitude  of  instances  in  which  he  is  worship 
ped.  Our  Lord  himself  has  declared,  (John  v.,  23),  "  That 
all  men  should  honour  the  Son,  even  as  they  honour  the 
Father."  Now  the  honour  which  in  a  peculiar  sense  belongs 
to  God  is  Divine  Worship  :  yet  here  we  are  required  to  honour 
the  Son  even  as  we  honour  tne  Father. 

Let  us  now  take  a  few  examples  of  worship-  I  pass  by  a 
multitude  of  instances  which  I  have  not  time  now  to  call  your 
attention  to. 

The  dying  thief  said, — "  Lord,  remember  me,  when  thou 
comest  into  thy  kingdom."  Here  was  a  prayer  for  salvation  : 
and  the  dying  Saviour  answered  the  prayer  and  said,  "  Verily,. 
I  say  unto  thee.  To-day  shalt  thou  be  with  me  in  paradise." 
Supposing  the  dying  tnief  had  been  in  error  in  this,  the  Sa- 
viour would  have  corrected  him,  and  not  allowed  him  to  pass 
into  eternity  in  an  act  of  idolatry.  But  so  far  from  repelling 
him,  Jesus  immediately  answered,  and  promised  the  very 
blessing  which  the  dying  thief  asked.  See  Luke  xxiii., 
42,  43. 

The  martyr  Stephen  performed  a  two-fold  act  of  worship. 
He  prayed  for  his  enemies,  "  Lord,  lay  not  this  sin  to  their 
charge."  And  he  prayed  to  Christ  to  receive  his  spirit.  Acts 
vii.,  69,  60, — "  And  they  stoned  Stephen,  invoking  and  say- 
ing. Lord  Jesus,  receive  my  spirit.'  And  he  kneeled  down, 
Mid  cried  with  a  loud  voice.  Lord,  lay  not  this  sin  to  their 
charge.  And  when  he  had  said  this,  he  fell  asleep.'*  It 
should  be  remarked,  too,  that  this  solemn  prayer  was  offered 
by  Stephen  when  he  was  full  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Quaere- 
Is  Mr.  Barker  full  of  the  Holy  Ghost  when  he  denounces 
this  doctrine,  aiid  calls  the  Saviour  merely  a  pious  young 
man?  Or  is  he  full  of  the  spirit  of  unbelief  and  delusion? 
Choose  ye  whom  ye  will  believe — ^the  dying  martyr,  or  Mr. 
Barker;  who  tells  you  he  is  always  changing,  and  cannot 
tell  what  he  jshall  be  in  the  end. 

I  regret  that  I  have  not  time  to  complete  the  whole  ;  but  I 
have  a  mass  of  evidence  yet  to  lay  before  you  on  this  subject. 
(Loud  applause.) 

Mb.  Gilmore  : — Gentlemen,  I  should  like  it  to  be  put  upon 
record  that,  on  the  present  occasion,  Mr.  Cooke  has  not  met 
with  the  slightest  interruption.  (Hear,  hear.)  Not  the  slightest 
interruption  has  been  given  to  Mr.  Cooke ;  and  all  I  ask,  at 
Chairman  for  Mr.  Barker,  is,  that  ye  shall  do  to  him  likewise* 
I  Jhave  received  a  letter— or,  rather,  it  was  laid  for  me  on  tht 
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table — ^which  the  writer  requests  me  to  read  to  the  meeting. 
(Interruption,  in  the  shape  of  brief  remarks,  from  the  body  of 
the  meeting.)  Grentlemen,  Mr.  Barker's  friends  haye  inani> 
fested  the  utmost  charity  and  forbearance ;  and  I  do  trust  jthat 
you  will  not  allow  yourselves  to  come  beneath  that  standard. 
The  letter  is  in  the  following  terms  : — 

Sib, — It  would  be  well  to  drop  a  hint  to  gentlemen  on  .the 
right  hand  of  Mr.  Cooke,  impressing  upon  them  the  necessity 
of  maintaining  something  like  the  same  silence  and  good  order 
during  the  time  Mr.  Barker  is  speaking,  as  are  kept  by 
them  during  the  time  Mr.  Cooke  is  addressing  the  meeting. 
The  manner  in  which  they  acted  last  night,  as  well  as  previous 
nights,  during  the  time  Mr.  Barker  was  replying  to  Mr.  Cooke^ 
is  very  much  to  be  regretted ;  and  evidenced  to  me  that  though 
they  knew  the  truth,  they  were  wishful  to  prevent  the  audi- 
ence from  hearing  and  judging  on  the  merits. — (Loud  hissings 
and  various  observations,  among  which  were  the  following  : — 
"  We  want  Mr.  Barker  to  keep  to  the  point."  "  And  &ose 
gentlemen  near  Mr.  Barker  to  give  over  laughing.") 

Mb.  Gilmobe  : — Just  permit  me  one  moment.  The  letter 
is  a  reflection  upon  the  Chairman. 

Sevebal  Voices  ; — ^Name,  name. 

Mb.  Gilmobe  : — The  name  is,  "  A  Wesley  an  Methodist." 
(Laughter,  applauee,  and  Loud  cries  of  ''  Name.")  I  cannot 
name  more.    I  know  nothing  where  it  has  come  from. 

Mb.  Cooke  : — ^Allow  me  to  speak  to  a  point  of  order.  (Loud 
opposition,  followed  by  cheering  and  hissmg.) 

Mb.  Gilmobe  : — Just  allow  me. 

NuMEBOus  Voices  : — ^No,  no  ;  name,  name. 

Mb.  Gilmobe  : — Allow  me  to  speak  to  a  point  of  order.  I 
do  trust  you  will  give  me  five  minutes,  at  least,  of  the  time 
allowed  between  the  two  speeches.  Now  I  do  say  that  I  have 
been  reflected  upon  by  many  individuab  in  this  meeting,  for 
not  naming  it  to  certain  gentlemen  upon  the  platform,  that 
they  ought  to  set  a  better  example  to  the  audience.  I  don't 
say  which  side  they  allude  to  :  but  I  say  I  have  been  reflected 
upon  for  not  speaking  to  those  individuals,  and  desiring  them 
to  keep  silence. 

A  Voice  : — You  had  better  hold  your  tongue.  [Cries  of 
"  Put  him  out."] 

Mb.  Gilmobe  : — ^All  I  ask  is,  Grentlemen, — and  I  put  it 
plainly  to  you — whether  to  Mr.  Scott,  or  to  any  other  Eng- 
lishman, Christian,  or  Infldel,  in  this  assembly, — that  each 
disputant  should  be  fairly  heard  ;  and  that  you,  who  of  course, 
each  of  you,  believe  one  party  to  be  wrong,  ought  in  common 
charity,  and  if  y^u  have  any  Christianity  at  all — (Hissing, 
olieers,  and  cries  of  "  Hear,  hear.")  That  if  (renewed  hissing) 
— I  speak  upon  a  point  of  order ;  and  as  a  Chairman  of  tna. 
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meeting  I  do  say  that  the  utmost  charity  ought  to  ^ref  ail. 
All  I  ask  is,  that  you  will  hear  both  sides ;  and  that  y9U  will 
not  reflect  upon  a  Chairman  for  not  doing  that  which  ne  can- 
not perform.  I  cannot  keep  all  parties  quiet.  J  cannot  inter- 
rupt the  speaker,  when  he  is  speaking,  to  speak  to  individuals ; 
and  it  is  too  bad  for  a  Chairman  to  be  reflected  on  when  he  is 
perfectly  innocent  and  helpless  as  regards  the  conduct  he  is 
charged  with,  and  for  which  he  is  animadverted  upon.  I  sim- 
ply wish  to  clear  myself.  I  took  this  chair  most  willingly,  to 
see  fair-play ;  and  all  I  want  is  a  fair  hearing,  and  that  what 
we  cannot  pre^^ent,  should  be  charitably  dealt  with*  (Applause.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — ^I  join  with  Mr.  Gilmore  in  deprecating  inter- 
ruption. It  is  highly  discreditable  to  the  meeting,  to  have  such 
confusion  in  it.  (Interruption,  by  some  remarks  from  a  person 
standing  up  towards  the  door.)  It  is  a  di^race  to  any  man 
to  interrupt  the  proceedings.  You  have  no  right  to  speak. 
(To  the  interruptmg  party.) 

A  Voice  (Mr.  Scott's,  it  is  presumed.)  : — ^Why  did  he  meu-* 
tion  my  name,  then  ? 

Mr.  Grant  : — I  insist  upon  it  that  you  have  no  right  iof 
speak.    Pray  keep  order,  and  let  the  discussion  proceed. 

MR.  BARKER  : — My  friends,  before  I  commence,  I  h^ve 
just  one  favour  to  ask  ;  and  it  is,  that  while  }  wait  one 
minute,  all  who  don't  want  to  stay,  or  think  they  cannot  stay, 
will  leave  the  room.  [Laughter,  and  applause.  No  move- 
ment was  made  to  the  door  ;  and  Mr.  Barker  proceeded.] 

Respected  Chairmen  :  My  Friends, — J  once  more  appear 
l^efore  you  to  plead  the  cause  of  truth  and  Christian  freedom  ; 
to  unfold  and  to  advocate  the  rjeligion  of  Jesus  Christ,  separated 
from  those  additions  which  men  have  made  to  it^  tending  to . 
obscure,  to  pervert,  and  to  destroy  it.  I  ask  only  for  a  hear- 
ing. Give  me  that,  and  deny  me  what  else  you  think  proper^ 
Give  me  a  hearing  ;  and,  when  I  have  done,  reject  my  sen- 
timents, attack  my  reputation,  and,  if  you  please,  use  violence 
against  me,  I  will  bear  it  all ;  I  will  bear  either  proud,  abu- 
sive words,  or  hard  blows,  only  give  me  a  patient  and  a 
candid  hearing.  I  am  fully  persuaded  of  the  truth  of  thos^ 
principles  which  I  advocate ;  and  I  am  fu)ly  persuaded 
of  the  falsehood  of  those  doctrines  called  orthodox,  wl^ic)i 
I  am  endeavouring  to  oppose  and  to  overthrow.  I  have 
the  fullest  confidence  in  the  truth  a|id  soui^dues^  of  those 
arguments  which  I  have  brought  before  you;  and  I  have 
equal  confidence  that  the  aiguments  brought  forward  on  the 
opposite  side  are  fal^e,  and  will  be  obliged  to  give  way  before 
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the  power  of  simple  Christian  truth.  At  the  same  time, 
I  am  perfectly  well  aware  that  others  may  have  perhaps 
as  strong  a  confidence  in  the  arguments  advanced  on 
their  side  ;  and  I  do  not  quarrel  with  any  man  for  having  a 
firm  persuasion  of  the  truth  of  sentiments  opposite  to  my 
own.  I  respect  every  man's  judgment;  and  I  like  every  man 
to  think  for  himself,  and  to  hold- his  opinions  as  tenaciously 
as  he  pleases,  untd  he  gets  fresh  light.  While,  however, 
jou  take  the  Uberty  to  express  your  convictions,  allow  me 
the  liberty  to  express  my  own,  and  here,  in  your  presence, 
to  endeavour  to  do  them  justice  in  quietness  and  in  order, 
.and  I  shall  be  content. 

We  have  already  examined  a  number  of  arguments  of  my 
opponent  in  suppcnrt  of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  have 
found  them  unsound.  We  have  found  that  the  arguments 
given  in  his  various  tracts  prove,  if  they  prove  any  trinity 
at  all,  a  trinity  of  Gods,  and  even  a  trinity  of  Jehovahs. 

We  have  also  shown  that  the  whole  tenor  of  Scripture 
proves  that  there  is  not  a  trinity  of  Gods,  but  only  one  God ; 
and  that  that  one  true  God  is  the  Father,  the  Father  of 
Jesus,  and  the  Father  of  mankind. 

We  have  shown,  further,  that  the  Bible  is,  throughout, 
«itterly  heterodox ;  and  that  to  make  it  orthodox,  it  would 
iiave  to  be  torn  in  pieces,  and  made  entirely  over  again. 

We  have  shown  that  Jesus  was  a  man, — a  man  made  in 
<%ll  points  like  his  brethren  ;  and  therefore  not  made  in  any 
point  different  from  them,  much  less  in  every  point  different 
irom  them. 

We  have  given  a  number  of  other  proofs  that  the  trinity 
is  no  doctrine  of  Scripture ;  and  that  neither  the  words  in 
which  it  is  generally  expressed  are  to  be  found  there,  nor  the 
thing  which  those  words  are  intended  to  express. 

We  have  shown  already,  in  answer  to  my  opponent,  that 
Jesus  is  not  called  God,  except  in  one,  or,  at  the  utnM)st,  in  two 
instances  ;  and  that  in  those  instances  he  is  called  Gt>d,  not 
in  the  sense  in  which  the  Father  is  called  by  that  name,  but 
in  the  same  sense  in  which  Solomon  was  called  God,  and  in 
vfYiich  judges  and  magistrates  were  called  Gods. 

We  have  shown  that  the  name  Emmanuel,  even  supposing 
it  to  be  given  to  Christ,  does  not  prove  Jesus  to  be  God,  any 
more  than  it  proves  the  person  born  in  the  days  of  Isaiah  to 
be  Grod,  because  the  name  was  given  to  him. 


441 

We  have  shown  that  the  passage,  "  God  manifest  in  th* 
flesh,"  does  not  prove  Christ  to  be  God,  even  supposing  it 
to  be  genuine  ;  but  we  have  the  fullest  evidence  that  it  is 
spurious.  If  genuine,  it  proves  no  more  than  that  God  was 
mani/hgt  in,  or  ihroy>gh  Jesus  Christ. 

We  have  shown  that  Jesus  is  not  called  Jehovah, — ^that 
he  is  called  Lord,  only  in  an  inferior  sen6e  ;  and  that  when 
he  is  called  Lord,  he  is  expressly  distinguished  from  God  ; 
as,  "  There  is  one  fstith,  one  Lord,  one  God  and  Father  of 
all,  who  is  above  all."  Here  we  have  a  Lord  distinguished 
from  the  one  God  ;  and  that  one  God  is  declared  to  be  abov» 
all,  as  well  as  through  and  in  all. 

We  have  shown  that  Jesus,  after  his  crucifixion,  was  made 
Lord  and  Christ  by  God,  and  exalted,  after  his  death,  to  be 
the  Prince  and  the  Saviour  by  his  Father ;  and  that  it  was 
God  that  chose  him  from  among  his  ^^ fellows,''^  because  he 
was  piotis,  because  he  loved  ri^kteoztsnesSf  and  hated  iniquity y 
and  that  God  gave  him  a  name  above  every  name,  and  placed 
him  as  a  Prince,  or  king,  upon  the  throne  of  hi«  spiritual 
kingdom,  on  account  of  his  obedience  and  fidelity. 

We  have  shown  that  if  Jesus  be  called  the  Lord  our 
Righteousness,  it  would  still  not  prove  him  to  be  God,  or 
Jehovah  ;  because  Jermalem,  in  the  3drd  chapter,  and  16th 
verse,  of  Jeremiah,  is  also  called  the  Lord  our  Righteousness  ; 
and  because  names  in  which  the  word  Jehovah  and  the  word 
God  are  mixed  up^  are  constantly  given  to  men  in  the  sacred 
writings.  We  observed  that  the  name  of  Elijah  means,  my 
God  Jehovah  :  and  then  the  names  of  many  other  Old  Testa- 
ment persons  have  similar  significations.  The  application, 
therefore,  of  God*s  name  to  men,  no  more  proves  that  thos« 
men  were  God,  than  the  application  of  the  name  Joshua  to 
other  men,  proves  that  those  men  are  Jesus  of  Nazareth^ — • 
Such  application  of  God^s  names  to  men  is  a  common  thing 
in  Scripture,  and  it  is  nothing  more  than  what  might  be 
looked  for  in  the  case  of  Jesus,  even  supposing  those  names 
had  been  actually  given  to  him. 

I  now  proceed  to  notice  the  passages  brought  forward  by. 
my  opponent  yesterday  evening  to  prove  Christ's  existence. 
He  wished  you  to  take  notice  whether  I  answered  them  or 
not.  I  hope  you  will  take  notice,  and  also  pay  particular  at- 
tention to  the  answers  I  may  give,  that  ycu  may  see  whether 
they  are  conclusive  or  not. 

He  wished  to  prove  Christ's  Godhead  from  his  pre-exist- 
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ence.  Now  suppose  Christ  did  exist  before  h9  eaixie  int9 
the  world,  that  would  not  prove  his  Godhead.  Multitudes 
believe  that  he  pre-existed,  and  even  that  the  world  was 
made  by  him  ;  and  yet  they  do  not  believe  in  his  Godhead. 
It  is  the  opinion  of  Arians  generally,  that  he  was  the  first-^ 
'  born  of  every  creature,  and  that  all  other  creatures  were  made 
by  him.  But  even  if  that  were  true,  it  would  not  prove  him 
God.  We  say,  however,  that  the  Scriptures  do  fiot  teach 
his  pre-  existence,  as  we  shall  now  proceed  to  show. 

The  first  passage  which  my  opponent  brought  forward  to 
prove  the  pre-existence  of  Christ,  is  John  i.  15,  where  it  is 
said,  "  He  that  cometh  after  me  is  preferred  before  me  ;  for 
(or  because,)  he  was  before  me."  And  at  verse  30, — "  This 
is  he  of  whom  I  said.  After  me  cometh  a  man  who  is  pre- 
ferred before  me  ;  for  he  w(Z8  before  me.*'  I  observe,  in  the 
first  place,  that  it  was  a  man  that  was  before  John,  not  a 
second  person  in  the  Godhead  ;  so  that  if  the  passage  proves 
the  pre-existence  of  Christ  at  all,  it  will  prove  the  pre-exist- 
ence of  his  humanity.  I  observe,  secondly,  that  as  Christ 
was  not  before  John  as  a  man  in  point  of  time,  the  word 
he/ore  must  have  reference^  not  to  time,  but  to  quality ;  not  to 
eadstencBy  but  to  character.  And  this  is  the  sense  given  to 
it  in  Barker's  Bible,  translated  in  1599.  There  the  reading 
is,  "  He  was  preferred  befcpre  me,  because  be  was  heUer  than 
I."  The  translators  of  1607,  and  1614,  give  it  in  the  mar- 
gin, "  more  excellent  than  I.'*  Calvin,  Marlorat,  and  Moru^,/ 
give  it  the  same  rendering.  Erasmus,  Salmeron,  Bucer,  Gro^ 
tius,  Ley,  Le  Clerc,  and  others,  though  orthodox,  interpret 
the  phrase  Frotos  mouj  of  excellence,  3.  This  interpretatioir 
agrees  with  Hebrews,  i.  9, — "  Thou  hast  loved  righteousness, 
and  hated  iniquity  |  therefore  God,  even  thy  God,  hath 
^nointed  the^  with  the  oil  of  gl^dn^ss  above  thy  fellows." 
Here  God  is  expressly  g&id  to  fcave  chosen  Christ  because 
pf  his  superior  piety.  4.  This  interpretation  aisp  agrees  with 
what  John  said,  when  Christ  came  to  be  baptised  of  him  in 
Jordan.  When  he  came,  John  did  not  know  him,  only  m  K 
pious  young  Tnan.  He  di4  not  kno\y  him  as  the  Christy  aa 
he  himself  says,  until  the  spirit  descended  upor\  him,  after^ 
his  baptism  ;  but  he  did  know  him  previously,  as  a,  man.—. 
Hence,  when  he  came  to  be  baptized,  what  does  John  say  ! 
"  I  have  need  to  be  baptized  of  thee,  and  comest  thou  to 
me  V     What  could  make  John  say  that,  but  a  knowledge  of 
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Ilia  distinguished  excellence,  and  remarkable  fidelity  and  vir- 
tue 1  John  knew  him  as  a  remarkably  pious  person,  though, 
as  he  says,  in  John  i.  31,  he  knew  him  not  as  the  Christ,  till 
the  descent  of  the  Spirit  pointed  him  out:  The  passage, 
therefore,  proves,  simply,  that  Jesus  was  more  excellent  than 
John  ;  that  he  was  chosen  by  God  to  be  the  Messiah  on 
account  of  his  moral  or  religious  excellence  ;  that  he  was  pre< 
ferred  to  John,  because  he  was  before  him  in  goodness,  heUer^ 
more  excellent  than  John. 

The  next  passage  given  by  my  opponent  was;  '^Before 
Abraham  was,  lam."  Now  I  answer,  1.  that  Grotius,  J. 
C.  Wolf,  Rosenmuller,  Schleusner,  Le  Clerc,  Bishop  Pes^x^, 
and  Dr.  Pye  Smith,  all  translate  the  words,  "  Before  Abra- 
ham was,  I  was.**  My  opponent  attempted  to  prove  from 
the  passage,  that  Jesus  was  the  "I  am," — ^the  jbhovah. 
Now  the  great  authorities  I  have  named,  who  are  all  on  his 
own  side,  declare  that  any  attempt  to  found  a  valid  argument 
for  the  Godhead  of  Christ  on  this  passage,  would  be  vain, 
Grotius  understands  the  words  thus :  "  Jesus  was  before 
Abraham  was,  in  the  dimne  decree  or  purpose,*^  And  this 
harmonizes  with  what  goes  before ;  Abraham  rejoiced,  or 
desired  to  see  my  day,  and  he  saw — -foresaw  it ;  and  was 
glad :  for  before  Abraham  was,  I  was, — I  was  in  the  divine 
purpose ;  it  was  arranged  that  the  Messiah  should  come.  It 
was  God's  plan  or  purpose,  before  Abraham's  time,  to  intro* 
<luce  the  Messiah  into  the  world.  And  it  should  be  remarked 
that  God  is  frequently  represented  as  speaking  of  things  that 
are  sure  to  be,  as  though  they  were.  He  said,  in  reference 
to  Abraham  himself,  while  he  lived,  ^'  I  have  made  thee  a 
father  of  many  nations,''  because  he  purposed  to  do  so.  He 
called  the  things  that  were  not,  as  though  they  were.  And 
so  in  the  other  cases. 

The  next  passage  quoted  by  my  opponent,  was  from  1  Cor. 
XV.,  47, — '"  The  first  man  is  of  the  earth,  earthy ;  the  second 
man  is  the  Lord  from  Heaven."  Adam  Clarke  states  that  he 
does  not  consider  this  passage  to  refer  to  Christ  at  all,  but 
simply  to  the  difference  between  man  as  he  descends  into  the 
grave,  earthy  ;  and  man  as  raised  again,  restored,  and  made 
heavenly.  Still,  whether  it  refer  to  Christ  or  not,  it  is  a 
man  that  is  from  heaven,  or  heavenly ;  and  not  a  second 
person  in  the  trinity.  Again ;  supposing  the  words  to  refer  to 
Christ,  they  appear  to  refer  to  Sifutwe  coming  from  heaven 
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to  raise  the  dead,  and  not  to  any  past  coming.  And  they 
agree  with  the  passages  with  which  they  are  connected  when 
understood  in  this  sense,  for  the  apostle  is  speaking  through- 
out the  chapter  of  Christ's  coming  to  raise  the  dead.  Again ; 
the  words  "  the  Lord^''  are  marked  doubtful  by  Griesbach ; 
>and  the  Vulgate  did  not  adopt  the  reading  o  JKurios,  the 
Lord  ;  but  o  ouranious,  that  is^  the  heavenly  one.  Adam 
'Clarke  also,  as  already  stated,  rejects  the  common  reading ; 
-and  many  others  do  the  same.  Macknight  explains  the  pas* 
sage  thus, — "  The  second  man,  even  the  Lord  who  will  come 
from  heaven  to  raise  us.*'  This  jiaSsage,  Idierefore,  is  no 
proof  of  Chrisjt's  pre-existence.         / 

The  fourth  passage  quoted  by  my  opponent  was,  John  xvi. 
28,«— "  T  came  forth  from  the  Father,  and  am  come  into  the 
world  ;  again  I  leave  the  world,  and  go  to  the  Father."  Now 
this  is  a  mode  of  speaking  which  is  applied  to  others  as  well 
as  Christ.  John,  for  instance,  is  said  to  have  been  sent  from 
God,  and  he  must,  therefore,  have  come  from  God.  Again-; 
Jesus  says,  (John  xvii.  18,)  referring  to  his  disciples,  "As 
thou  hast  sent  nie  into  the  world,  even  so  have  I  also  sent 
them  into  the  world."  Either  Christ  was  on  earth  when  first 
sent  into  the  world,  or  else  Christ's  disciples  must  have 
-existed  in  heaven  before  they  were  sent  into  the  world  :  for 
he  makes  their  being  sent  into  the  world,  and  his  own,  to  be 
ialike.  If  the  apostles  oould  be  said  to  be  sent  into  the  world, 
#iough  they  had  no  pre-existence  before  they  were  born, 
Christ  also  might  be  said  to  have  been  sent  into  the  world, 
'though  he  did  not  exist  before  his  birth.  BosenmuUer  says, 
JSxerkesthai  para  tou  Theou,  to  come  out  from  God,  here 
signifies  to  be  a  divine  messenger,  to  be  sent  of  God.  Grotius, 
Le  Clerc,  Beausobre,  Doddridge,  and  others,  explain  it  of 
Ohrist's  divine  mission.  His  going  into  the  world  is,  of 
course,  explained  to  mean  his  showing  himself  to  the  world, 
by  his  words  and  works.  Here,  also,  there  is  no  proof  of 
:pre-existence. 

John  xvii.  5,  is  the  next  passage  quoted  by  my  opponent, 
where  Jesus  Christ  asks  the  Father  to  glorify  him  with  the 
^lory  he  had  with  the  Father  before  the  world  was.  This 
passage  will  be  noticed  afterwards  ;  but  I  shall  make  one  or 
two  observations  upon  it  at  present.  1 .  The  interpretations 
of  Le  Clerc,  BosenmuUer,  Bishop  Parker,  and  other  Trinita- 
rian expositors  may  be  found  on  page  377  in  Wilson's  Trini- 
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'laiian  Concessions,  a  work  which  it  would  be  well  for  every 
one  to  read.     . 

The  following  is  the  opinion  of  Le  Clerc :  "  As  the  glory 
of  Christ's  humanity  is  here  treated  of,  and  not  the  divine^ 
Kature,  which  can  neither  lose  nor  acquire  glory  in  heaven,  it 
cannot  be  doubted  that  our  Lord  means  to  speak  of  God's 
design^  before  the  creation  of  the  world,  to  raise  him  some 
day  to  glory."  That  is  the  opinion  of  Le  Clerc.  The 
opinion  of  RosenmuUer  is  as  follows  : — "  This  is  commonly 
understood  of  that  glory  which  Christ,  according  to  his  divine 
nature,  had  before  the  foundation  of  the  world.  In  oppo- 
sition, however,  to  this  interpretation,  it  seems  that  the  glory 
which  God  conferred  on  Christ  is  said  by  Christ  himself, 
veise  22,  to  be  the  same  as  thai  which  he,  in  turn,  conferred 
on  his  friends.  For  he  says,  "  The  glory  which  thougavest 
me  I  have  given  them  ;  that  they  may  be  one,  even  as  we 
are  one." 

Bishop  Parker's  opinion  is  as  follows  : — r"  Methinks  Gro- 
tius's  sense  is  very  easy  and  natural,  viz.  that  the  glory  he 
had  with  his  Father  before  the  world  began,  was  only  in  the 
intendment  of  the  divine  decree,  as  X  Peter  i.  20  ;  Rev.  xiii. 
8,  he  is  said  to  be  a  "  Land)  slain  from  the  foundation  of 
the  world  ;''  not  that  he  was  really  slaughtered,  but  he  was 
then  marked  out  in  the  divine  decree  to  be  a  sacrifice  for 
mankind  ;  it  being  a  proverbial  form  of  speech  among  the 
Jews,  to  express  matters  of  great  moment  ^nly  resolved  upon 
in  the  divine  decree,  as  if  they  were  really  existing.  Thus 
they  say  the  Messias  is  ancienter  than  the  sun,  and  the 
Mosaic  law  older  than  the  world  ;  not  as  if  they  apprehend 
them  really  so,  but  only  to  express  their  absolute  usefulness 
and  necessity.  Now,  Scriptures  are  not  to  be  interpreted  in 
an  exact  and  strictly  literal  sense,  but  in  a  familiar  manner, 
suitable  to  the  idiom  and  manner  of  speaking  used  in  the 
age  and  place  in  which  they  were  written."  Augustine  and 
Beda  understand  this  passage  of  Christ's  human  nature  hav- 
ing been  predestined  to  glory  before  the  world  was  ;  as  the 
Lamb  is  said,  in  Rev.  xiii.  8,  to  have  been  "  slain  from  the 
foundation  of  the  world." 

Again  ;  God  is  said  to  have  "  chosen  us  in  Christ  hrfore 
the  foundation  of  the  world,'''  Eph.  i.  4.  But  does  my  op- 
ponent believe  that  God  literally  chose  us  before  the  founda- 
tion of  the  world,  or  simply  intended  to  choose  us  Gentiles 
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as  well  as  Jews  t  Again  ;  the  phrase,  "  before  the  founda^ 
tion  of  the  world y'^  appears  to  have  been  used  among  the  Jews 
of  Christ's  time  to  signify  before  the  establishment  of  the 
Christian  age  or  dispensation.  And  if  we  attach  that  mean- 
ing to  the  phrase,  it  will  be  found  to  make  several  passages 
clear  and  consistent,  which  otherwise  must  appear  dark  and 
unnatural.  Again ;  my  opponent  will  acknowledge  that, 
even  on  the  orthodox  theory,  nothing  of  Christ  could  literally 
exist  before  the  foundation  of  the  world,  except  the  Godhead. 
But  the  Godhead  that  dwelt  in  Jesus  was  God  the  Father y 
not  a  second  person,  God  the  Son  ;  and  it  is  certain  that  God 
the  Father  could  neither  lay  aside  his  glory,  nor  ask  himself 
for  it  back  again.  Besides,  if  it  had  been  God  the  Son,  the 
Son  could  never  lay  aside  the  glory  of  the  Godhead.  He 
could  no  more  change  than  the  Father  And  if  he  had  laid 
it  aside,  there  was  no  necessity  for  him  to  ask  the  Father  for 
it  back  ;  because,  on  the  orthodox  theory,  he  was  equal  with 
the  Father,  and  .might  take  it  as  his  own.  The  notion, 
therefore,  that  Christ  referred  to  the  glory  of  the  Godhead  is 
preposterous.  But  if  he  referred  to  the  hvman  nature,  then 
it  must  be  acknowledged  that  Jesus  Christ  could  have  no 
glory  with  the  Father  before  the  world  began,  except  in  the 
divine  purpose  or  intention.  But  Christ  might,  as  man, 
have  glory  designed  him  before  the  foundation  of  the  world, 
or,  before  the  commencement  of  the  Christian  dispensation, 
and,  having  finished  his  work,  might  ask  his  Father  to  grant 
him  the  glory  which  he  had  designed  to  give  him  as  the  re- 
ward of  his  fidelity. 

The  next  passage  brought  forward  by  my  opponent  to 
prove  the  pre-existence  of  Christ,  is  Romans  ix.  5, — "  Of 
whom,  as  concerning  the  flesh,  Christ  came."  I  observe,  1. 
That  here  the  apostle  distinguishes  between  Christ  according 
to  iYiQ  flesh,  or  natural  descent,  and  Christ  according  to  his 
call  and  mission  as  the  Messiah.  In  I  Cor.  x.  18,  we  read 
of  Israel  after  the  flesh  ;  not  that  the  apostle  supposed  Israel 
had  two  natures,  one  divine,  and  the  other  human,  one  existing 
before  the  other,  but  that  he  viewed  the  Israelites  as  existing 
in  two  capacities  ;  first,  as  descendants  of  Jacob,  and  then 
as  holy  people  in  their  relation  to  God.  So  also  in  Romans, 
iv.  1,  Paul  speaks  of  what  Abraham  after  the  fieth,  or 
pertaining  to  ike  flesh,  had  foui>d  ;  not  that  he  thought  Abra- 
ham had  two  natures,  one  divine  and  the  other  human,  one 
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b^m  in  time,  the  other  existing  before  time.  He  simply  disf- 
tinguishes  between  what  Abraham  had  found  according  to 
neUurcU  descenty  as  distinguished  from  what  he  found  ot  re- 
ceived from  God,  in  consequence  of  his  intimate  relatian  t6 
God,  or  in  consequence  of  his  faith  and  obedience!*/  In 
Romans  ix.  3,  the  apostle  speaks  of  his  brethren  and  kihsm«n 
according  to  the  flesh  ;  but  he  does  not  mean  that  any  of  his^ 
brethren  had  two  natures,  one  divine  and  the  other  human^ 
but  that  his  brethren  stood  in  ttvo  relatums  to  him,  some 
being  simply  Jews,  or  his  brethren  according  to  the  fleshy 
otheis  being  Chriiticm^  and  fellow-disciples  of  Christ,  his 
spiritual  brethren,  or  his  brethren  according  to  the  spirit. 
So  that  this  'expression,  "  according  to  the  flesh,"  so  far  frona 
proving  Christ  to  have  had  two  natures,  simply  proves,  thai 
as  others  had  two  relations,  one  according  to  the  flesh,  and 
the  other  a  spiritual  relation  to  God,  or  their  Christian 
brethren,  so  Jesus  had  two  relations,  one*  as  a  Jeter,  and  tlie 
other  as  the  Messiah  or  anointed  of  God,  the  Saviour  of  the 
world.  There  are  other  similar  forms  of  expression  applied 
to  persons  in  Scripture,  all  pointing  out  a  distinction — not 
between  their  Godhead  and  manhood,  but  between  men  as 
mere  men,  or  men  in  their  natural  state  or  relationships,  and 
men  as  regenerated,  or  as  called  by  God  to  some  high 
privilege  or  work. 

The  next  passage  I  have  to  notice  is  in  Hebrews,  ii.  16, — 
"  For  verily  he  took  not  on  [him  the  nature  of]  angels,  biit 
he  took  on  [him]  the  seed  of  Abraham.'*  In  the  margin  this 
passage  is  given  thus,  ''  took  not  hold  of  angels,  but  took 
hold  of  the  seed  of  Abraham."  The  words  "  kim,'*  and  "  the 
nature  of,**  are  not  in  the  original,  and  have  no  right  to  be 
in  the  translation.  And  the  meaning  of  the  passage  is  simply 
this,  that  Christ  did  not  take  hold  of  angels  to  help  them  or  de* 
liver  them  ;  but  that  he  was  appointed  to  help  men,  not  angels^ 
There  is  no  allusion  in  the  passage  to  a  state  of  pre>e3Cistence> 
or  to  any  change  of  nature  on  the  part  of  Christ.  And  this 
is  the  opinion  of  many  eminent  Trinitarians,  as  noay  be  seen 
in  Wilson's  Trinitarian  Concessions.  If  you  will  attend  a 
in&on^ent  to  these  Concessions,  I  will  give  you  the  opinion  of 
severi^  learned  Trinitarians.  The  following  is  Dr.  GelFs 
account  of  the  word  nature  ;— **  The  word  nxxtwre,  which  yo 
read  here,  is  neither  in  the  Greek,  vulgar  Latin,  Syriac,  of 
Arabic  texts  ;  nor  in  the  high  or  low  Putch,  nor  French,  nop 
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Italian^  nor  Spanish  translations,  no,  nor  in  any  of  oar  olcf 
English  translations,  either  printed  or  manuscript."  The  fol- 
lowing is  Ernesti's  opinion  : — ^'  Some  recent  interpreters 
have  rendered  this  epilambanetai,  he  brings  assistance  to,  he 
protects  ;  and  have,  by  so  doing,  almost  incurred  the  suspicion 
of  heresy,  from  the  supposed  novelty  of  their  interpretation . 
Whereas,  if  we  consult  the  Greek  commentators,  we  shall  find 
that  this  was  the  ancient  interpretation  of  the  whole  Greek 
church  ;  and  that  our  common  reading  is  a  novelty,  borrowed 
from  the  Latin  interpreters,  who,  taking  the  etymological 
rendering  of  th&  Vulgate,  a^umit,  in  its  Latin  sense,  have  sup- 
posed it  to  refer  to  the  incarnation."  Charles  H.  Terrot  says, 
"All  modern  interpreters,  of  ^xiy  scholarship,  understand  the- 
text  as  Ernesti  does  ;  and  the  rendering,  he  took  on  him  the  na- 
ture, is  one  of  the  GROSSEST  errors-  in  our  authorised- 
version."  The  word  epiZam^wetoi  is  rendered* or  interpre- 
ted, he  takes  hold  of,  helps,  succours,  or  in  a  corresponding 
manner,  by  Arius  Montanus,  Father  Simon,  and  Calmet, 
Le  Clerc,  Whitby,  Doddridge,  Macknight,  Rosen mull^.  Dr. 
J.  P.  Smith,  Dr.  Bloomfield,  Professor  Stuart,  Dr.  Robinson^ 
and  others  too  numerous  to  mention.  So  that  this  passage, 
also,  is  found  to  have  no  reference  to  the  incarnation,  or  ta 
Christ's  pre-existence. 

My  opponent  says,  every  being  must  exist  before  he  does 
any  thing,  or  has  any  thing  done  unto  him.  I  answer  ;  this 
would  prove  the  pre-existence  of  John,  of  Cyrus,  and  of 
others.  Cyrus  was  called  God's  anointed,  or  is  said  to  have 
been  appointed  by  God  to  reign,  before  he  existed  ;  and  John^ 
it  is  said,  was  sent  from  God.  It  would  also  prove  that 
Jesus  existed  as  a  man,  before  he  came  into  the  world  ;  else 
how  could  he  be  slmn  before  he  came  1  For  the  Scriptures 
speak  of  him  as-  slain  from  the  foundation  of  the  world.  My 
opponent  says  a  person  must  exist  before  anything  is  done  to 
him.  Well,  then,  Christ  must  have  existed  in  the  body  be- 
fore the  foundation  of  the  world.  These  little  criticisms  of 
my  opponent  are  great  absurdities. 

We  have  next  a  quotation  from- 2  Cor.  viii.  9,  "  Ye  know 
the  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that,  though  he  was  rich, 
yet  for  your  sakes  he  became  poor,  that  ye  through  his  poverty 
might  be  rich/'  Now,  in  the  first  place,  the  original  does 
not  indicate  a  state  of  pre-existence,  or  a  change  from  one 
state  of  existence  to  another,  at  all.     The  true  renderings 
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according  to  Erasmus,  Stephens,  Castalio,  Bengelius,  Rosen- 
muller,  and  others,  all  Trinitarians,  is  this, — '*  Ye  know  the 
grace,  or  benevolence,  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that,  being 
rich,  he  lived  in  poverty" — not  became  poor,  as  if  he  had 
first  been  rich,  and  then  changed  his  stat€  for  one  of  poverty ; 
but  he  was  rich,  and  yet  lived  in  poverty,  at  the  same  time  ; 
was  rich  in  all  spiritual  gifts  and  privileges,  and  yet,  for  the 
good  of  others,  lived  in  poverty.  And  this  is  the  interpreta- 
tion of  most  eminent  critics,  even  among  Trinitarians  them- 
selves. The  following  are  the  interpretations  of  Le  Clerc, 
Grotius,  and  Michaelis.  1 .  Le  Clerc :  "  Being  rich  ;  the  mas- 
ter of  all,  God  his  Father  having  given  him  all  power  in 
heaven  and  in  earth."  2.  Grotius  :  "  Though  he  possessed 
the  power  of  doing  miracles,  and  also  of  raising  the  dead,  yet 
he  bore  such  an  humble  character  that  he  had  not  even  where 
to  lay  his  head."  3.  MicJiadis :  "  The  eternal  divine  nature 
is  not  here  the  subject  of  discourse,  but  Jesus  as  a  man." 
My  opponent  says  that  when  the  Scriptures  say  Jesus  Christ, 
they  mean  the  human  nature  ;  and  yet  it  is  Jesus  Christ  of 
whom  the  apostle  is  speaking  in  the  text  under  consideration. 
He  is  therefore  speaking  of  Christ  in  his  human  nature  when 
he  says  that  he  was  rich,  and  yet  chose  to  be  poor  at  the 
same  time  ; — ^rich  in  all  spiritual  gifts  and  blessings,  yet 
choosing  to  be  poor  for  the  sake  of  enriching  others  ;  for  the 
sake  of  promoting  the  welfare,  the  salvation  of  others.  I  may 
further  observe  on  this  passage,  that  the  Godhead  could  net 
become  poor.  It  is  a  natural  impossibility  for  the  Godhead 
to  become  poor  in  any  sense.  The  Godhead  could  not  stif- 
/er,  whether  it  dwelt  in  the  heart  of  one  man,  or  in  the  hearts 
of  a  thousand  men.  Suppose  the  Godhead  to  dwell  in  a  thou- 
sand men,  and  suppose  all  those  thousand  men  to  be  living 
and  dying  martyrs,  still  the  Godhead  could  not  suffer.  God 
cannot  suffer  either  from  pain  or  poverty,  from  agony  or 
death.  The  word  eptokeuse,  living  in  poverty y  is  only  applic- 
able to  the  human  nature,  therefore. 

My  opponent  asks,  But  when  was  Christ  rich  according  te 
the  flesh  1  And  I  shall  ask  another  question,  When  did 
Christ  suffer  and  die  in  order  to  make  other  people  rich  ac- 
cording to  the  flesh  1  He  suffered  and  died  that  we  might 
be  rich  ;  but  did  he  suffer  and  die  that  we  might  have  plenty 
«rf  money  1  Nay  ;  the  word  rich  has  other  meanings  besides 
having  plenty  of  money.     When  applied  to  Christ,  it  means 
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■omething  eJse  than  having  plenty  of  money.  The  meauing 
oi  the  text  is  this,  Jestis  was  rich  in  all  spiiitoal  blessing  ; 
and  yet  he  chose  all  the  hardships  of  poverty,  that  we  might 
be  made  rich  like  him.  He  lived  in  earthly  poverty,  though 
spiritually  rich,  that  we  might  be  made  spiritually  rich 
through  him. 

The  next  passage  is  PhiL  ii.  5 — 11, — "  Let  this  mind  be 
in  you  which  was  also  in  Christ  Jesus  :  who,  being  in  the 
form  of  God,  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be  equal  with  God  : 
but  made  himself  of  no  reputation,  and  took  upon  him  the 
form  of  a  servant,  and  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  men  :  and 
being  found  in  fashion  as  a  man,  he  humbled  himself,  and 
became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the  cross. 
Wherefore  God  hath  highly  exalted  him,  and  given  him  a 
name  which  is  above  every  name :  that  at  the  name  of  Jesus 
every  knee  should  bow,  of  things  in  heaven,  and  things  in 
earth,  and  things  under  the  eartli ;  and  that  every  tongue 
should  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord  to  the  glory  of  God 
the  Father.'*  Now  this  is  precisely  the  same  sentiment  as 
is  contained  in  the  passage  last  read  to  you,  and  already  con- 
sidered. It  is  the  same  sentiment,  but  expressed  in  difierent 
words.  There  is  no  reference  to  pre-existence,  or  to  a  change 
from  one  state  of  existence  to  another,  in  the  passage.  All 
that  is  said  in  the  passage,  is  spoken  of  Jesus  as  a  man,  and 
refers  to  what  Christ  did  as  a  man  in  the  eyes  of  men,  as 
their  example ;  and  is  referred  to  as  something  which  people  had 
had  the  opportunity  of  looking  at,  and  which  all  were  bound 
to  imitate.  He  was,  while  a  man,  in  the  form  or  image  of 
God.  Hence,  Jesus  says  to  Philip,  when  he  said,  ''Show 
us  the  Father,''  ''  have  I  been  so  long  time  with  you,  and  yet 
hast  thou  not  known  me,  Philip  1  He  that  hath  seen  me,  hath 
seen  the  Father.*'  The  Father  was  in  Christ ;  and  Jesus 
was  the  image  of  the  Father,  the  image  of  God ;  he  was  so 
true  an  outshining  or  manifestation  of  God's  character,  that 
they  who  had  seen  him  had  seen  the  Father  himself,  so  far 
as  he  could  be  seen.  Again  ;  Jesus  was  not  only  the  image 
of  God's  character  ;  he  had  also  divine  authority.  All  power 
was  given  to  him  in  heaven  and  in  earth.  It  was  given  to 
him  as  a  man.  He  was,  therefore,  in  this  respect  equal  with 
God.  And  because  God  had  committed  all  judgment  or  au- 
thority into  his  hands,  it  was  appointed  that  he  should  receive 
the  same  honour  or  respect  as  God  himself :  just  as  the  pie- 
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tiip<%tentiary  of  a  king  has  equal  authority  in  his  master *s 
absence,  and  as  his  representative  ;  and  is  to  receive  the  same 
honour  and  respect  as  are  shown  to  his  master.  He  says,  "  Ye 
call  me  Master  and  Lord  :  and  ye  say  well,  for  so  I  am/'  I 
am  appointed  to  be  so.  I  am  the  plenipotentiary,  the  fully- 
empowered  messenger  of  God.  Yet  being  in  the  form  of 
God,  he  did,  at  the  same  time,  take  and  bear  the  form  of  a 
servant,  and  was,  (not  was  made)  and  was  in  the  likeness  of 
men,  of  a  common,  serving  man.  *'  Ye  call  me  Master  and 
Lord:  and  ye  say  well."  I  will,  however,  show  you  that  I  can 
also  be  a  servant ;  and  he  took  a  towel,  and  girded  himself,  and 
washed  his  disciples'  feet,  like  a  servant,  like  a  slave  ;  for 
this  was  the  work  of  slaves.  And  he  said,  "  If  I  then,  your 
Lord  and  Master,  have  washed  your  feet ;  ye  also  ought  to 
wash  one  another's  feet."  Again  ;  he  was  Lord  and  Master, 
and  yet  he  says,  "  The  Son  of  man  came  not  to  be  ministered 
unto" — not  to  be  served  as  a  prince — "but  to  minister;"  that 
is,  to  serve  ;  ^nd  even  to  serve  to  the  extent  of  laying  down  his 
life  for  men.  Thus  Jesus  was  in  the  form  of  God,  and  in  the 
form  of  a  servant  at  the  same  time.  He  was  God's  represen- 
tative, appointed  Lord  of  all ;  yet  he  humbled  himself,  that  he 
might  teach  us  humility.  And  this  humiliation,  or  conde- 
scension, exhibited  in  the  eyes  of  his  disciples,  the  apostle 
refers  to  as  our  example,  and  exhorts  us  to  have  the  same 
mind  that  was  in  Jesus,  and  to  exhibit  the  same  disinterested 
charity  and  humility.  It  is  a  man  that  is  in  the  form  of  God, 
^nd  that  is  a  servant  of  all  men  notwithstanding ;  that  is 
God's  representative,  and  yet  humbles  himself  to  death,  and 
who  is  highly  exalted  by  God  on  this  account. 

My  opponent  gave  me  four  questions  in  reference  to  this 
passage  :  I  will  answer  him  by  giving  him  eight  in  return. 
(Laughter.) 

1 .  If  Christ  was  God,  why  does  not  the  passage  call  him 
God? 

2.  If  Christ  was  God,  why  does  it  speak  of  one  only  ^s 
God,  and  the  other  as  being  only  in  the  form  or  image  of 
God? 

3.  If  Christ  was  God,  why  does  it  not  say,  God  the  Son, 
being  equal  to  God  the  Father,  appeared  as  man  and  died  ? 

4.  How  could  God  the  Son  die  on  a.  cross  ?  Yet  the  person 
here  mentioned  did  die  ;  the  very  person  who  was  in  the 
i^iage,  in  the  form  of  God  died. 
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5.  How  could  God  the  Father  exalt  God  the  Son^  when 
God  the  Son  himself  was  equal  to  the  Father,  and  equally 
exalted  from  the  ftrst  ? 

6.  VVhy  should  God  the  Son  be  indebted  to  God  the 
Father  for  a  high  name,  or  for  his  great  authority,  if  he  was 
«qual  to  God  the  Father  ? 

7.  Why  are  we  to  call  Christ  Lord  only,  and  the  Father 
God  1     Why  not  call  Jesus  God,  if  he  be  so  ? 

8.  Why  are  we  to  call  Christ,  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God 
the  Father,  if  he  himself  be  equal  to  God  the  Father,  and  has 
his  mediatorial  honours  in  addition  to  the  Father's  ? 

Let  my  opponent  answer  these  eight  questions,  and  he 
will  have  answered  his  own  four  questions  twice  over. 
(Lai^ghter.) 

Again  ;  about  thinking  it  no  robbery  to  be  equal  with  God. 
The  meaning  is,  that  he  used  not  his  authority,  or  power,  as  his 
own  ;  he  used  it  not  as  spoil,  or  for  selfish  purposes.  He  cared 
not  for  it ;  but  was  willing  to  sacrifice  all,  that  he  might  be 
the  servant,  the  benefactor,  the  Saviour  of  mankind.  Such 
is  the  meaning  of  this  important  passage.  There  is  not  the 
least  proof  either  of  Christ's  divinity  or  pre-existence  in  the 
whole. 

I  may  add,  that  tlie  meaning  I  have  given  to  this  passage, 
is  the  meaning  given  to  these  words  by  many  Trinitarian 
writers,  some  of  whom  I  will  just  quote.  The  following  is 
from  Le  Clerc  : — "  Above  all,  it  is  worthy  of  remark,  that, 
as  humility  and  obedience  are  here  the  subject  of  discourse, 
we  ought  to  understand  what  St.  Paul  says  of  Christ's  human- 
ity ;  fur  his  divine  nature,  being  the  same  as  that  of  the 
Father,  is  not  susceptible  of  humility  and  obedience.  These 
are  excellencies,  not  of  the  Creator,  but  of  created  beings." 
The  following  is  John  Calvin's  : — "  The  /orm  of  God  here 
signifies  majesty.  I  acknowledge,  indeed,  that  Paul  does  not 
make  mention  of  Christ's  divine  essence." 

James  Heerhra/nd  says  : — "  From  this  place,  indeed,  the 
Fathers  used  to  prove  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  but  the  form  of 
God  is  not  God  himself." 

JEgidius  Hunnvas  says. : — "  To  be  constituted  in  the 
form  of  God  is  much  less  than  to  be  God  himself." 

Grotius  says : — ^'^Morphe,  form,  in  Sacred  Scripture,  signi- 
fies, not  what  is  internal  and  hidden,  but  that  which  meets  the 
^j/e  J  as  the  extraordinary  power  of  Christ  in  curing  diseasei^ 
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casting  out  demons,  raising  the  dead,  and  controlling  the 
elements — ^works  which  are  truly  divine  ;  so  that  Moses  was^ 
on  that  account,  called  the  god  of  Pharaoh,  though  he  did 
not  perform  such  mighty  works." 

Le  Glerc  says  : — "  Jesus  Christ,  as  man,  appeared,  in 
certain  respects,  more  like  God  than  man  ;  inasmuch  as  he 
commanded  all  nature  with  absolute  authority,  and  performed 
unparalleled  miracles.  This  the  apostle  terms  the  Jform,  that 
is,  the  resemblance,  of  God  ;  a  sense-in  .which  the  same  word 
is  used  in  verse?,  and  in  Mark  xvi.  12." 

Beausohre  says*: — *^  The  Port-royal  translators  boldly,  but 
unfaithfully,  render  nfuyrphe,  la  forme  et  la  nature,  (the  form 
and  nature.)  Nothing  agrees  better  with  this  passage  than 
what  the  Evangelist  says^  *  Knowing  that  the  Father  had 
given  all  things  into  his  hands*  (this  is  the  form  of  God), 
*  he  laid  aside  his  garments,  poured  water  into  a  basin,  took 
a  towel,  and  girded  himself,  and  began  io  wash  his  disciples* 
feet,*  (this  is  the  form,  of  a  slave),  John  xiii.  5.  Compare 
also  what  Christ  says,  *  He  that  hath  seen  me  hatb  seen  the 
Father,*  John  xiv.  9  ;  and  St.  John,  *  We  beheld  his  glory, 
the  glory  as  of  the  only-begotten  of  the  Father,*  &c.,  chap.  i. 
14.  Morphe,  forrriy  is  synonymous  with  eidos  and  E'Uconi^ 
image,  figure.  Let  a  single  example  be  produced  in  which 
tiie  expression  en  morphe  einai  \to  he  in  the  form  of\  signifies 
to  have  the  essence  of  a  thing." 

The  following,  also,  are  given  byWikon  as  the  translations 
or  interpretations  oi  the  phrase  "  Thought  it  not  robbery 
to  be  equal  with  God.'*  "  Did  not  covet  to  appear  as  God."— 
Wkitby.  "  Was  not  fond,  or  tenacious,  of  appearing  as  God  ; 
did  not  eagerly  insist  to  be  equal  with  God.*' — Sherlock. 
"  Was  not  tenacious  of  this  equality  with  God,  did  not  con- 
sider it  as  a  thing  to  be  eagerly  grasped." — Principal  Hill, 
"  Did  not  think  equality  with  God  a  thing  to  be  seized  with 
violence." — S.  T.  Coleridge.  "He  regarded  not  the  being 
equal  with  God  as  a  thing  to  be  eagerly  coveted.** — Professor 
Stuart.  "  Did  not  esteem  it  ait  object  to  be  caught  at  to  be 
on  a  parity  with  God.** — Br.  J*  P,  Smith.  In  other  words>. 
he  prized  and  used  his  great  powers  as  a  means  of  usefulness 
only.  And  Urasmtis  says, — "  The  whole  passage,  therefore^ 
seems  to  me  to  be  most  violently  misapplied  to  the  nature  of 
Christ ;  since  Paul  is  treating  only  of  his  appearance  as  man- 
ifested ta  us.**     The  following  is  from  Professor  Stuart: — 
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''  Our  common  version... seems  to  render  nugatory,  or  at  least 
irrelevant,  a  part  of  the  apostle's  reasoning  in  the  passage^ 
He  is  enforcing  the  principle  of  Christian  humility  upon  tho 
Philippians...But  how  was  it  any  proof  or  example  of  humil- 
ity, that  he  did  not  think  it  robbery  to  be  equal  with  God  T' 

All  this  shows  that  even  Trinitarians  themselves  consider 
th^se  expressions,  brought  forward  by  my  opponent  to  prove 
Christ's  pre-existence  or  Godhead,  as  applicable  to  Jesus  in 
the  form  in  which  he  appeared  on  earth  as  God's  image, 
form,  or  representative,  and  as  having  no  reference  to  the 
divine  or  hidden  essence  of  Deity,  which  is  God  himself, 
and  not  the  form  of  God. 

These  were  the  only  passages  my  opponent  gave  in  proof 
of  Christ's  pre-existence  ;  and  we  have  seen  that  every  one 
of  them  can  be  explained  most  naturally,  and  most  harmon- 
iously both  with  common  sense  and  the  rest  of  Scripture,  on 
the  principle  that  Christ  did  not  pre-exist.  We  have  seen 
that  none  of  them  teach  that  he  existed  at  all  previous  to  his 
appearanqp  upon  earth. 

My  opponent  says  I  teach  that  Jesus  was  onhj  a  pious 
young  man.  How  often  has  he  uttered  that  statement !  and 
yet  neither  in  my  writings  nor  in  my  discourses  did  I  ever 
teach  any  such  thing.  I  have  taught  tiiat  he  toas  a  pious 
young  man  ;  but  not  that  he  was  merdy  a  pious  young  man, 
or  always  remained  so ;  because  God  choose  him  to  be  his 
representative,  Gt^d  honoured  him  above  all  mankind,  and 
made  him  Lord  and  Christ ;  gave  him  a  name  above  every 
name,  and  appointed  that  every  one  should  call  him  Lord, 
to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father  that  made  him  so.  I  cannot 
believe  that  these  oft-repeated  sneers  and  slanders  can  help 
the  cause  of  my  opponent. 

He  says,  I  sneer  at  the  Evangelists.  Now  I  do  nothing  of 
the  kind.  I  sneer  at  nothing.  I  do  not  even  sneer  at  my 
opponent's  blunders.     (Laughter.) 

He  says,  I  explain  passages  away.  I  say  I  explain  nothing 
away  ;  I  simply  wish  to  drive  away  the  mists  of  false  ortho- 
doxy, that  the  passages  may  explain  themselves.  I  merely 
brush  off  the  dust  of  mock-learning  and  false  orthodoxy,  and 
let  you  see  simple  truth  in  a  common  sense  form,  so  that 
common  minds  may  be  able  to  understand  it.  And  I  do 
trust  that  others  also  will  employ  the  besom  to  sweep  away 
the  filth  and  rubbish  of  false  orthodoxy  altogether,  so  that  ther  | 
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Gospel  may  stand  revealed  in  all  its  natural  beauty  and 
glory,  and  commend  itself  to  every  man's  understanding  and 
conscience  as  truth  from  the  God  of  heaven. 

I  shall  now  notice  a  few  further  arguments  of  my  oppo- 
nent. 

He  says,  in  his  tracts,  that  Christ  is  called  the  first  and  the 
la8t»  Now  Christ  may  be  first  and  last  as  the  author  and 
finisher  of  the  Christian  system,  without  being  first  and  last 
in  reference  to  his  nature  ;  without  being  God. 

My  opponent  says  Christ  is  called  the  Almighty  in  Revela- 
tions ;  but  if  he  looks  at  the  passage,  though  the  book  be 
spuiious,  (hissing),  he  will  find  that  the  Father  only  is  called 
Almighty.  Even  in  Revelations  the  word  Almighty  is  ap- 
plied only  to  God,  not  Christ. 

He  says  Eternity  is  ascribed  to  Christ ;  and  quotes  the 
passages  " Before  Abraham  was,  I  am  ;"  and  "Now,  O  Father, 
glorify  thou  me  with  thine  own  self  with  the  glory  which  I 
had  with  thee  before  the  world  was."  John  xvii.  5.  The 
passage  about  Abraham  we  have  answered,  and  shown  that  it 
referred  simply  to  the  existence  of  Christ  in  the  divine  purpose. 
But  if  Christ  had  been  before  Abraham  literally,  it  would 
not  have  proved  that  he  was  eternal.  At  the  utmost,  it 
would  only  prove  the  Arian  theory  that  Christ  existed  be- 
fore he  was  born.  The  passage  from  John  has  also  been 
partially  explained  ;  but  1  shall  give  you  a  few  further  state- 
ments on  that  point.  1.  In  Titus  i.  1,  God  is  said  to  have 
promised  its  eternal  life  in  Christ  before  the  World  began. 
Could  God  promise  to  us  eternal  life  before  we  existed  ?  He 
could,  in  purpose,  but  not  in  reality.  In  reference  to  such 
passages  as  this,  my  opponent  is  obliged  to  take  this  inter- 
pretation, namely,  that  what  is  said  to  be  done,  is  understood 
to  be  only  intended  to  be  done  when  the  time  should  come. 
Now  let  him  show  why  that  principle  of  interpretation 
should  not  be  applied  to  the  passage  before  us  1  2.  Was  it 
Christ's  human  nature  that  had  glory  before  the  world  began  1 
My  opponent  says.  No.  Was  it  his  divine  nature  1  My 
opponent  says,  Yes.  But  the  dwine  nature  could  never 
change  nor  lay  aside  any  glory.  And,  if  it  did  come  and 
dwell  ifl  man,  so  far  from  concealing,  it  would  be  only  im- 
folding  and  mamfesting  its  glory,  and  so  far  from  laying 
<aHde  or  sacrificing  its  glory,  it  would  be  gaining  more.  It 
would  retain  all  it  had,  and  get  the  additional  glory  of  coming 
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to  seek  and  saye  lost  man.  3.  Again  ;  on  the  orthodox 
theory,  the  divine  nature  of  Christ  was  equal  to  the  Father, 
and  could  therefore  claim  or  take  back  its  own  glory  as  a  rigktf 
if  it  were  possible  to  lay  it  aside,  without  asking  for  it  again 
from  the  Father.  But,  again,  the  divine  natur^  that  existed 
in  Christ,  I  have  «hown,  waa  God  the  Father ,  and  not  a 
Mjond  divine  person,  God  the  Son.  My  opponent  has  mot 
explained  that  matter.  I  further  observe,  that  others  are 
spoken  of  among  the  Jews  as  pre-existent,  as  well  as  Jesus. 
See  John  ix,*  in  reference  to  the  man  that  was  bom  blind. 
Christ's  discipks  asked  him,  saying,  "  Master,  who  did  sin  ? 
This  man  or  his  parents,  that  he  was  born  blind  V  They 
supposed  that  he  had  existed  before  he  was  bom,  and  might 
have  sinned  before  he  was  born,  and  that  when  he  was  born, 
he  was  born  blind  in  consequence  of  the  sin  committed  be- 
fore he  was  born.  And  Christ  did  not  attempt  to  correct  the 
error.  t 

At  this  moment  there  was  so  much'confusion  in  a  portion 
of  the  meeting,  arising  from  parties  leaving  their  seats  to  re- 
tire, that  the  speaker  could  not  proceed.] 

Mr.  Barker: — I  shall  be  obliged  to  sit  down  until  these 
people  retire. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — Don't  go,  friends,  1  have  about  500  tracts 
to  give  you.     (Laughter  and  applause.) 

Mr.  Barker  : — if  you  do  intend  to  go,  it  will  be  best  to 
go  at  once.  You  t;an  have  the  tracts  to-morrow  night  as 
you  come  in  ;  and  I  shall  have  a  thousand  to  give  along 
with  them.  (Renewed  laughter  and  plaudits.)  I  feel  it  my 
duty  to  rest  until  I  can  be  heard  in  silence.  Justice  to  tmth 
requires  it.  (Cries  of  "  Go  on.*')  I  am  persuaded  there 
are  many  persons  on  both  sides  who  wish  to  hear  both  sides  ; 
and  it  is  desirable  that  they  should  have  the  privilege  of 
hearing  me  in  quietness,  as  well  as  that  I  should  have  the 
pleasure  of  speaking  to  a  quiet  audience. 

[When  quietness  was  restored,  Mr.  Barker  proceeded.] 

I  was  speaking  about  the  notion  of  the  disciples  that  the 
man  who  was  bom  blind,  existed  before  he  was  born,  and' 
might  have  sinned  in  his  pre-existent  state.  .  Now  Jesus 
never  corrected  his  disciples.  He  simply  said,  "  Neither 
hath  this  man  sinned,  nor  his  parents,  that  ^he  was  bom 
blind :  but  that  the  works  of  God  should  be  made  mani- 
fest in  him."     Again  ;  John  the  Baptist,  it  is  said,  was  sent 
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from  God,  and  must,  on  my  opponent's  interpretation,  have 
-existed  with  God  before  he  was  sent.  As  I  have  already 
shown,  in  John  xvii.  18,  Jesus  says, — "  As  thou  has  sent 
roe  into  the  world,  so  have  T  also  sent  them  into  the  world.** 
The  apostles  and  Jesus  are  thus  put  on  the  same  footing 
with  respect  to  pre-existence.  Yet  my  opponent  does  not 
believe  in  the  pre-existence  of  Christ's  disciples.  Forms  of 
expression  abound  in  the  sacred  writings  seeming  to  imply  pre- 
existence,  and  are  used,  not  of  Christ  only,  but  of  all  men  ; 
but  it  would  be  folly  to  interpret  them  literally.  Similar 
forms  of  expression  are  used  even  now  in  our  own  language. 
John  Wesley,  for  instance,  says,  in  reference  to  himself, 

From  Jehovah  I  came : 
For  his  glory  I  am 
And  to  him  I  with  siu^ing  return. 

Did  John  Wesley  come  from  Jehovah  literally  ?  No.  He 
would  not  have  said  so.  But  he  used  scriptural  words  in 
their  true  scriptural  sense,  to  signify  tliat  he  had  his  existence 
from  Jehovah,  as  well  as  his  mission  to  preach.  Again,  in 
reference  to  his  followers,  he  says. 

With  my  pastoral  crook, 

I  came  over  this  brook, — 

And,  behold,  I  am  spread  into  bands. 

Who,  I  ask  in  amaze, 

Hath  begotten  me  these, 

And  I  ask  from  what  quarter  they  came  ? 

My  full  heart  it  replies. 

The jf  are  hornf/'om  the  skies. 

And  gives  gloiy  to  God  and  the  Lamb. 

^o  that  all  John  Wesley's  disciples  and  converts  came  from 
the  same  quarter  as  himself,  from  the  skies.  Again  ;  my 
'Opponent  must  have  read,  I  suppose,  John  Wesley's  ser- 
mons ;  and  yet  John  Wesley,  in  one  of  his  sermons,  speals 
of  all  men  as  being  sent  down  into  the  world  by  God  on 
purpose  to  do  his  will,  and,  when  they  have  done  it,  as 
going  back  to  heaven  to  receive  the  reward  of  their  faithful- 
ness. And  this,  in  fact,  is  a  common  form  of  expression  with 
orthodox  persons :  they  constantly  speak  of  people  coming 
from  God,  or  being  sent  into  the  world  by  God,  and  never 
think  there  is  any  mystery  in  such  expressions,  so  long  as 
their  orthodox  notions  do  not  cross  their  minds,  and  rob 
them  of  their  common  sense.  When  false  orthodoxy  is  out 
of  a  man's  thoughts,  he  talks  common  sense ;  he  uses  such 
expressions  in  a  common  sense  way,  and  thinks  no  more 
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about  it ;  but  when  it  suits  his  puipose, — when  a  poor 
heretic  conies  in  his  road,  he  throws  his  common  sense  away, 
and  gives  the  expression  a  different  interpretation.  Again  ; 
the  glory  whidi  Christ  hadj  was  given  him  by  his  Fs^er. 
John  xvii.,  22, — ''  The  glory  which  thou  gavest  me."  But 
how  one  person  in  the  Godhead  could  give  gloiy  to  anotlier, 
is  a  question  which  my  opponent  has  not  answered.  Again  ; 
this  same  glory  Christ  gave  to  his  disciples.  John  xvi.  22, — 
''  The  glory  which  thou  gavest  me^  I  have  given  ikem,  that 
they  may  be  one  as  we  are."  But  how  could  he  give  the 
glory  of  the  Godhead  to  his  disdpies  ?  Again ;  I  have 
already  shown  that  God  calls  things  that  are  not,  but  are 
fixed  to  be,  as  though  they  were.  He  intends  them  to  hap- 
pen, and  speaks  as  if  they  had  happened.  Hence  he  says 
of  Abraham,  even  while  he  Hved, — "/  have  mcufe  thee  a 
Jather  of  many  nations^ 

My  opponent  says  Christ  is  immutable  and  unchangeable  ; 
and  he  quoted  one  passage  which  says,  "  Jesus  Christ  the 
same  yesterday,  and  to-day,  and  for  ever."  I  answer,  this 
passage  may  refer  to  his  religion,  as  distinguished  from  the 
religion  of  Moses,  which  changed,  or  passed  away.  Or  2. 
it  may  refer  to  himself,  as  distinguished  from  the  Jewish 
priests,  who  died,  and  were  succeeded  by  others.  Christ 
lives  on  for  ever,  and  hath  an  unchangeable  priesthood.  3. 
Many  Trinitarians  interpret  the  passage  to  mean  his  doctrine. 
Vatable  says, — •*  The  word  Christ  seems  here  to  be  put  for 
the  Christian  doctrine  and  religion."  And  this  is  the  inter- 
pretation of  Baxter,  Father  Simon,  Le  Clerc,  and  J.  G. 
EosenmuUer,  who  properly  observed  that  Christ  very  fre- 
quently denotes  the  Christian  religion.  This  religion  does 
not  change.  But  if  it  applied  to  Christ^s  person  or  human- 
ity, the  text  would  not  be  true,  for  that  was  constantly 
changing.  Christ  lived,  died,  rose  again  ;  he  wept,  rejoiced, 
&c.  And  even  his  divinity  must  have  changed  if  it  literally 
became  Hesh,  as  my  opponent  says :  and  from  a  hint  he 
gave,  he  seems  to  believe  that  it  was  literally  turned  into 
flesh.  On  my  opponent's  principle,  therefore,  Christ  u 
changeable :  on  our  principle  of  interpretation,  applying  it 
to  his  religion  and  his  moral  character,  Christ  is  the  same, 
yebterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever.  And  this  interpretation 
agrees  best  with  the  context ;  for  the  writer  inunediately 
adda,  "  Be  not  carried  about  with  divers  and  strange  doc- 
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trines  ;  for  it  is  well  for  the  heart  to  be  established  with 
grace,  or  in  charity.'*  That  is,  your  religion  does  not  change, 
therefore  see  that  you  do  not  change. 

He  says  Omnipotence  is  ascribed  tq  Christ ;  and  quotes 
the  passage,  "Able  to  subdue  all  things  unto  himself."  I 
answer,  first,  the  word  Almighty  is  never  applied  to  Jesus, 
but  only  to  God  the  Father.  Second,  whatever  Christ's 
power  might  be,  Jesus  tells  us  he  had  it  from  God.  Bagot 
says,  that  it  is  only  exousia,  or  authority  that  Jesus  received 
fram  God,  and  not  dyiiands,  real  power,  or  ability.  It  is, 
however,  a  fact,  that  in  Acts  x.,  38,  it  is  said  that  God 
anointed  Jesus  of  Nazareth  with  the  holy  spirit  and  dunamei, 
powevy  strength,  ability.  And  in  the  same  Epistle  from  which 
my  opponent  took  his  proof,  we  are  expressly  told,  that  Christ 
received  both  his  high  name,  and  his  lordship,  his  dominion 
from  God,  as  the  reward  of  his  piety,  and  that  God  gave  him 
his  power  on  purpose  that  all  things  might  be  subdued  unto 
himself,  and  that  every  knee  should  bow  to  him,  whether  in  • 
heaven  or  in  earth."  He  had  therefore  aU  his  power  from 
God,  both  strength  and  authoritg. 

My  opponent  says  Jesus  is  Omnipresent ;  but  the  pas- 
sages he  qucted  prove  no  such  thing  as  that  Jesus  is  literally 
present  in  all  places.  Jesus  is  present  in  power  and  autho- 
rity in  the  assemblies  of  his  people,  but  there  is  no  proof 
that  he  is  literally  present  in  all  Christian  assemblies.  In 
Scripture,  persons  are  spoken  of  as  being  present^  when  their 
authority,  their  writings,  their  influence,  or  their  spirit  is 
present.  Jesus  himself  represents  Abraham  as  sajring,  of  the 
Jews  of  his  own  time,  *'They  have  Moses  and  the  pro- 
phets ;  let  them  hear  them."  Did  that  mean  that  they  had 
Moses  and  the  prophets  literally  present  with  them  ?  No- ; 
it  simply  meant  that  they  were  present  and  spoke  by  their 
Mrritings  and  by  their  influence.  Again  ;  Paul,  in  1  Cor., 
tells  us  that  he  himself  was  sometimes  present  in  spirit 
where  he  was  absent  in  body.  In  the  5th  chapter,  v.  3, 
he  says,—"  For  I  verily,  as  absent  in  body,  but  present  in 
spirit,  have  judged  already,  as  though  I  were  present,  con- 
cerning him  that  hath  so  done  this  deed,  in  the  name  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  when  ye  are  gathered  together,  and  my 
spirit,  with  the  power  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  to  delivet 
such  an  one  unto  Satan."  Now  here  Paul  tells  us  how 
Christ  was  present,  and  how  he  himself  was  present  also.^ 
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Christ  was  present  in  power  and  authority  ;  Paul  was  present 
in  spirit :  but  neither  was  present  personally,  essentially, 
literally. 

Again  ;  suppose  that  Jesus  was  literally  present  in  every 
part  of  the  world,  and  that  his  knowledge  extended  to  every 
meeting  of  his  people  on  earth,  and  to  every  person  standing 
in  every  comer  of  the  globe  ;  would  that  prove  him  omni- 
present ?  This  world  is  but  a  speck  compared  with  the  vast 
universe.  Travel  but  a  short  distance  comparatively,  and 
you  lose  sight  of  it.  It  is  but  as  a  drop  of  a  bucket,  or  as 
nothing  in  the  eyes  of  the  Lord.  And  is  it  not  possible  for 
God  to  add  to  our  present  power  of  looking  round  us,  and 
seeing  what  is  passing  in  different  places  ?  It  is  impossible  to 
say  what  additions  may  be  made  to  our  knowledge  or  powers 
of  action  and  vision  in  another  world.  The  wisest  know 
but  in  part  here.  We  know  not  what  we  shall  be  able  to 
do  hereafter.  God,  who  has  made  us  already  so  immeasur- 
ably greater  than  the  invisible  animals  which  float  in  the 
water  we  drink,  is  able  to  make  us  great  and  wise  enough 
to  superintend  the  affairs  of  a  world.  The  change  necessary 
to  qualify  a  man  for  overlooking  and  superintending  the  affairs 
of  such  a  world  as  this,  would  not  be  greater  perhaps  than 
what  would  be  necessary  to  raise  some  of  God's  creatures 
to  an  equality  with  us  in  our  present  state*  Even  on  earth, 
we  can  now,  by  means  of  the  electric  telegraph,  hold  com- 
munication with  people  though  a  thousand  miles  apart, 
without  losing  a  second.  Our  power  of  motion,  too,  is  rapidly 
increasing  ;  and  let  things  go  on  as  they  now  are,  and  mau 
will  be  able,  so  to  speak,  to  fill  the  earth,  and  grasp  in  his 
soul  the  affairs  of  the  whole  world.  But  in  heaven,  we- 
Inow  not  what  powers  of  knowledge,  or  what  extensive 
fields  of  observation  will  be  opened  to  those  who  enter  inta 
the  joy  of  their  Lord.  Every  one  of  God's  fjuthful  servants 
may  have  authority  over  ten  spiritual  kingdoms  given  him. 
If  therefore  Christ  were  present  in  every  part  of  this  world, 
it  would  prove  nothing  but  that  God  had  given  him  a  wider 
sphere  of  influence  and  beneficent  action,  and  qualified  him 
for  the  task.  And  he  will  give  us  also  a  similar  sphere  of 
usaful  action,  if  we  live  to  do  good  on  earth,  and  he  will 
qualify  us  for  the  task  likewise,  if  we  are  faithful. 

He  says,  that  J  esus  had  omniscience,  or  knew  all  things.  I 
answer,  I.    In  1  John,  ii.,  20 — 27,  Christians  are  said  ta 
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know  all,  things.  "  Ye  have  an  unction  from  tlie  Holy 
One,"  says  John;  "and  ye  know  all  thing  s'*  And  again, 
"  The  same  anointing  teacheth  you  of  all  things."  But 
then  we  know  we  must  limit  the  words  to  all  things 
zcsefid  for  us,  or  to  all  things  pertaining  to  Christian  truth 
and  duty  ;  and  so  we  must  limit  the  words  when  used  in 
reference  to  Christ,  to  those  things  referred  to  in  the  con- 
text. We  must  go  farther,  and  even  see  whether  he  knew 
all  those  things  of  himself,  or  whether  his  knowledge  was 
not  derived  from  God  ?  And  it  is  certain  that  Christ  did 
not  know  all  things.  But  let  him  have  the  privilege  of  speak- 
ing for  himself.  Hear  him.  "  But  of  that  day  and  that 
hour  knoweth  no  man,  no,  not  the  angels  which  are  in 
heaven,  neither  the  S(m^  but  the  Father  only."  My  oppo- 
nent says  the  word  eido  means  to  make  known  ;  and  he  refers 
to  1  Cor.  ii.,  2, — "  I  determined  not  to  know  any  thing 
among  you,  save  Jesus  Christ,  and  him  crucified,"  to  prove 
that  the  word  is  sometimes  used  in  this  sense.  Now,  there  is 
not  a  passage  in  the  whole  New  Testament  where  the  word 
is  used  in  the  sense  of  making  known.  That  in  Corinthians 
is  not  a  passage  in  point.  Paul  meant,  *'  I  am  determined 
to  set  no  value  on  any  thing,  save  Jesus  Christ,  and  him  cru- 
cified." He  would  make  no  ilse  of  what  he  calls  the  excel- 
lency  (tf  words  or  wisdom,  nor  would  he  trust  to  any  thing 
as  a  means  of  good,  but  the  simple,  unadorned,  and  unadul- 
terated doctrine  of  Christ  the  crucified.  That  was  Paul's 
meaning.  Nor  can  the  word  eido  be  interpreted  to  make 
known^  in  the  passage  under  consideration.  Let  us  see  what 
kind  of  sense  the  interpretation  of  my  opponent  will  make 
on  this  principle.  "  Of  that  day  and  that  hour  knoweth  no 
man ;"  that  is,  no  man  maketh  it  known.  Did  they  ever 
think  any  man  did  make  it  known  ?  "  Of  that  day  and  hour 
knoweth  no  man,  no  not  the  angels  which  are  in  heaven," — 
xthat  is,  according  to  my  opponent's  interpretation,  the  angels 
in  heaven  do  not  make  known  that  day.  But  did  any  one 
ever  think  they  did  make  it  known  ? — "  Nor  the  Son,"  that  is, 
the  Son  doth  not  make  it  known — did  the  disciples  ever  think 
the  Son  had  made  it  known  ?  Did  they  not  know  that  he 
had  Tuot  made  it  known  ?  It  was  because  he  had  not  made  it 
inown,  that  they  asked  him  the  question  about  it,  "  Of  that 
day  and  hour  knoweth  no  man — but  the  Father  only  ;"  that 
is,  according  to  my  opponent's  interpretation,  the  Father  only 
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fnake^  it  known.  But  did  the  Father  make  it  known  ? 
He  did  no  such  thing  He  kept  it  secret.  Torture  the  pas- 
sage as  you  will,  it  still  refuses  to  speak  orthodoxly.  It 
still  declares  the  ignorance  of  Christ  in  reference  to  that  day. 
Let  the  Scriptures  be  allowed  to  speak  plain  out,  and  don't 
twist  the  poor  passages  to  pieces  in  that  way.  It  is  strange 
that  men  can  have  the  face  thus  to  torture  the  Scriptures, 
especially  at  the  same  time  that  I  am  charged  by  tliem  with 
perverting  them.  But  lastly,  whatever  knowledge  Jesus  had, 
he  had  it  from  the  Father.  The  Father  gave  him  the  spirit 
of  wisdom  and  understanding  ;  so  that  his  wisdom,  however 
great  it  might  be,  did  not  prove  him  to  be  Grod. 

Jesus  Christ,  on  another  occasion,  disclaimed  the  title  of 
"  good.'*  A  man  came  and  said  to  him,  "  Good  Master, 
what  shall  I  do  that  I  may  have  eternal  life  1  And  Jesus 
fiaid  unto  him.  Why  callest  thou  me  good  1  there  is  none 
good  but  one,  that  is,  God." — Mark  x.  17,  18.  And  then 
he  answers  his  question,  "keep  the  commandments."  Here 
he  claims  for  God  a  kind  of  goodness  which  no  creature  can 
possess.     He  teaches  that  God  was  good  in  a  sense,  in  which  . 

he  himself  was  not  good,  thus  giving  proof  that  he  was  not  God. 
My  opponent  says,  referring  to  the  argument  founded  on  this 
passage,  that  we  first  rob  Christ  of  his  divinity,  and  then 
want  to  rob  him  of  his  goodness,  insinuating  that  we  would 
deny  Christ's  goodness  as  a  man,  or  as  the  Messiah.  So  my 
opponent  speaks  in  his  tract.  Now  he  knew  that  we  had 
never  robbed  Christ  of  his  goodness  as  a  creature^  but  only 
taught  that  he  was  not  good  in  the  same  sense  as  God.  There 
is  a  sense  in  which  God  is  good,  in  which  Jesus  was  not 
good,  and  in  which  Jesus  requires  him  alone  to  be  addressed 
as  the  good  One.  It  is  no  more  a  robbing  of  Christ  of  his  proper 
goodness  to  say,  ^  there  is  none  good  but  one,  that  is,  God,'* 
than  it  is  robbing  him  of  his  proper  holiness  to  say,  "  That 
God  alone  is  holyP  And  when  we  ascribe  immortality  to 
God  alone,  as  when  the  Scriptures  say  that  God  only  hath 
immortality,  we  do  not  mean  that  God  only  will  hve  for  ever, 
but  that  he  inherits  eternitv,  in  a  sense  in  which  no  one  else 
can  inherit  it.  It  is  truly  mournful  to  see  men  thus  mis- 
representing the  sentiments  of  their  opponents.  I  wish  my 
opponent  would  do  justice  to  truth,  and  justice  to  his  oppo- 
nents. 

He  says  the  work  of  creation  is  ascribed  to  Christ  \  and 
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quotes  John  i.  1 — 4, — "  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,*' 
&c.,  and  "  all  things  were  made  by  hira."  Now,  1.  We  have 
shown  that  "  The  Word,"  in  John  i.  does  not  refer  to  Christ, 
\)ui  to  the  wisdom  of  God,  which  was  with  him,  and  was  con- 
sulted in  all  he  did.  My  opponent  tried  hard  to  make  this  inter- 
pretation look  ridiculous  ;  but,  after  all,  he  found  it  hard  work. 
He  chose  to  confound  the  wisdom  of  God  as  it  exists  in  God, 
with  its  manifestation  in  Jesus  Christ.  Still,  after  all,  the 
passage  could  hardly  be  made  to  sound  ridiculous.  But  how 
would  the  passage  sound  if  interpreted  on  my  opponent's 
principle  ?  Let  us  suppose  the  word  God  to  mean  God  the 
Father,  and  see  how  it  will  read.  *'  In  the  beginning  was 
the  second  person  in  the  trinity,  and  the  second  person  in  the 
trinity  was  with  God  the  Father,  and  the  second  person  in 
the  trinity  was  God  the  Father  or  the  first  person  in  the 
trinity,  even  when  he  was  the  second  person  in  the  trinity, 
or  God  the  Son."  It  won't  fit.  (Laughter  )  Try  it  again, 
taking  the  word  God  to  mean  both  the  Father  and  the  Holy- 
Spirit.  It  will  then  read  thus  : — "  In  the  beginning  was  the 
second  person  in  the  trinity,  and  the  second  person  in 
the  trinity  was  with  the  third  and  first  persons  in  the 
trinity,  and  the  second  person  in  the  trinity,  w;«s  the  third  ahd 
first  persons  in  the  trinity."  It  won't  do ;  it  w^ill  not  matea 
sense  on  the  present  Trinitarian  principle. 

He  quoted  Hebrews  i.  10, — "  Thou,  Lord,  in  the  begin- 
ning hast  laid  the  foundations  of  the  earth,"  in  proof  of 
Christ's  Godhead.  But  he  has  given  no  proof,  nor  will  he 
ever  be  able  to  give  any  proof  that  this  refers  to  Christ.  The 
former  words  are  addressed  to  the  Son  ; — "  But  unto  the  Son 
he  saith,  Thy  throne,  O  God,  is  for  ever  and  ever  ;  a  sceptre 
of  righteousness  is  the  sceptre  of  thy  kingdom.  Thou  hast 
loved  righteousness,  and  hated  iniquity  ;  therefore  God,  even 
thy  God,  hath  anointed  thee  with  the  oil  of  gladness  above 
thy  fellows.*'  But  when  Jesus  is  addressed  as  God  it  is  in 
the  sense  of  a  Prince,  as  one  chosen  to  be  a  Prince.  The 
apostle  then  turns  to  Jehovah,  and  says, — "  Thou,  Lord,  in 
the  beginning  hast  laid  the  foundations  of  the  earth  ;  and  the 
heavens  are  the  work  of  thine  hands  ;  they  shall  perish  ;  but 
thou  remainest ;  and  they  all  shall  wax  old  as  doth  a  gar- 
ment ;  and  as  a  vesture  shalt  thou  fold  them  up,  and  they 
shall  be  changed  :  but  thou  art  the  same,  and  thy  years  shall 
not  fail." 
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My  opponent  also  quoted  Col.  i.  15, — "  For  by  him  were 
all  things  created/*  &c.  This  does  refer  to  Christ :  but  the 
creation  spoken  of  is  not  the  first,  literal,  universal  creation  ; 
but  the  new  creation,  the  spiritual  creation.  My  opponent 
says,  that  when  Paul  says,  *•  all  things  in  heaven  and  in  earth'^ 
were  created  by  Christ,  he  leaves  nothing  out,  and  argues 
thence,  that  he  must  have  literally  made  all  things.  Now  in 
the  20th  verse,  you  have  these  words  : — "  And,  having  made 
^eace  through  the  blood  of  his  cross,  by  him  to  reconcile 
ALL  THINGS  unto  himself  ;  bv  him,  I  say,  WHETHER 
THEY  BE  THINGS  IN  EARTH  OR  THINGS  IN 
JiEAVEN."  Now  if  all  things  in  earth  and  in  heaven, 
mean  literally  all  things  in  existence,  then  the  mountains, 
rivers  and  trees  ;  the  sun,  the  moon,  the  stars;  fish,  birds, 
^nd  beasts,  and  so  on,  v^^ere  all  reconciled  to  God  by  Jesus 
Christ  ;  for  he  tells  us  that  when  Paul  says  "  all  things  in 
heaven  and  in  earth,"  <dl  things  are  included.  Now,  does 
my  opponent  mean  to  say,  that  God,  by  giving  Christ  to 
death,  meant  to  reconcile  unto  himself  the  mountains,  the 
trees,  the  rivers,  the  sun,  the  moon,  and  the  stars  ;  the  birds, 
the  fishes,  and  the  beasts,  &c.  ?  (Hissing.)  I  am  sure  the 
truth  of  this  is  irresistible,  or  you  would  not  thus  hiss. 
.^Renewed  hissing.)  I  cannot  but  take  it  as  an  indication  that 
^ou  think  my  argument  never  can  be  answered,  (Much  dis- 
.^pprobation  and  applause..) 

Mr.  Grant  :---Silence  '  Silence  I 

Mr.  Barker  : — My  chairman  will  lake  note  of  time. 

A  Voice  : — Tell  no  lies,  then. 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — We  will  not  leave  you  to  judge. 

Mr.  Barker  : — I  repeat,  that  I  apply  these  words  of  Paul 
in  Col.  i.  16,  &c.,  to  a  spiritual  creation.  And  I  shall  give 
you  some  of  my  reasons  why  I  regard  the  words  in  this 
light.  First,  there  is  the  wording  of  the  passage  itself.  It  does 
not  say  that  Jesus  creates  the  heavens^  and  the  earth,  the  sea, 
and  all  that  in  them  is ;  but  it  says  all  things  in  heaven,  and  in 
^arth,  whether  they  be  thrones,  dominions, principalities, pow- 
ers, or  authorities ;  words  plainly  referring  to  social  institutions, 
to  men,  and  not  to  the  natural  universe.  The  words  employed 
by  Scripture  in  describing  the  naiwi'al  creation  are  of  quite  a 
different  kind.  And  then,  2.  the  apostle  adds,  that  Christ  re- 
conciled  all  things  unto  God ;  whether  they  be  things  in  earth, 
or  things  in  heaven  ;  showing  that  he  refers  throughout  the 
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whole,  td  men  and  not  to  things  ;  and  that  he  is  speaking  of 
a  spiritual  creation,  not  a  natural  one.  Again  ;  the  phrase 
"  all  things  in  heaven  and  in  earth"  is  a  form  of  expression 
which  the  apostle  plainly  applies  to  Jews  and  Gentiles.  The 
Jews  are  represented  as  sitting  in  heavenly  places,  and  the 
Gentiles  as  sitting  in  earthly  places  ;  one  expression  pointing 
out  the  high  privileges  of  the  Jews  ;  the  other,  referring  to 
tlie  downcast,  abject  state  of  the  Gentiles.  And  if  we  under- 
stand Paul,  in  these  words,  to  refer  to  Gentiles  and  Jews, 
and  to  be  speaking  of  their  new  creation,  the  whole  is  very 
plain  and  simple.  Christ  has  created  society  afresh.  He  has 
made  Jew  and  Gentile  into  one  new  creation,  by  changing 
their  character,  by  reconciling  them  to  each  other,  and  unit- 
ing and  reconciling  both  to  God.  Again  ;  the  apostle  says, 
"  All  things  in  heaven  or  in  earth,  whether  they  be  thrones,  or 
dominionSj  or  principalities^  or  powers,"  [or  author itiesJ\ 
Now,  thrones,  powers,  principalities,  &c.,  are  words  naturally 
enough  applied  to  social  arrangements,  or  to  the  arrangements 
of  a  kingdom  ;  but  they  are  not  proper  words  to  be  applied 
to  sun,  moon,  stars,  rivers,  mountains,  fields  and  forests. 
Again  ;  as  we  have  seen,  all  things  in  heaven  and  in  earth 
are  said  to  be  reconciled  to  God.  This  can  have  refer- 
ence only  to  men,  for  we  are  plainly  taught  that  it  was 
men  whom  Christ  came  to  reconcile  to  God.  In  Eph.  i.  10. 
there  is  a  similar  phrase,  where  it  is  said,  "  God  chose,  by 
Christ  to  gather  together  all  things  in  one,  both  which  are  in 
heaven,  and  which  are  on  earth  ;*'  that  is,  gather  together 
Jews  and  Gentiles  in  one.  See  also  Phil.  ii.  10,  where  it  is 
said  that  every  knee  should  bow  to  Christ,  of  things  in  hea- 
ven and  things  in  earth  ;  and  every  tongue  should  confess 
that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father. 
Does  this  mean  the  knees  and  tongues  of  rivers,  mountains, 
trees  ;  of  sun,  and  moon,  and  stars,  and  the  like  I  Or  simply, 
tongues  and  knees  of  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth  ?  The 
words  refer,  not  to  things,  but  persons.  The  phrase  means 
that  Jews  and  Gentiles  are  to  bow  their  knees  to  Christ,  or 
confess  him  as  their  appointed  king.  Again  ;  we  know  that 
Christ  did  spoil  old  principalities,  and  authorities,  and  pow^ 
ers — that  is,  the  whole  Jewish  system  of  institutions  and  au- 
thorities. And  it  was  natural  enough  for  Paul,  while  speak- 
ing of  Christ,  and  telling  us  that  he  took  these  old  principali- 
ties, &c.,  away,  to  tell  us  that  he  created  or  established  new 
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principalities  and  powers — a  new  spiritual  economy — a  new 
kingdom,  with  all  its  necessary  institutions  and  arrangements. 

But  I  may  be  reminded  of  the  word  "  created^'  I  answer, 
this  is  a  word  which  is  frequently  used  in  reference  to  spiritual 
things  ;  as  in  Eph.  ii.  10 — 15,  where  Christ  is  expressly 
said  to  have  .created  a  new  society  out  of  two  which  formerly 
existed.  "  For  we," — the  united  church, — "  are  his  workman- 
ship, created  in  Jesus  Christ  unto  good  works,"  &c.  "  Now, 
in  Christ  Jesus  ye  who  sometimes  were  far  off  are  made  nigh 
by  the  blood  of  Christ.  For  he  is  our  peace,  who  hath  made 
both  one,  and  hath  broken  down  the  middle  wall  of  partition 
between  us  ;  having  abolished  in  his  flesh  the  enmity,  even 
the  law  of  commandments  contained  in  ordinances  ;  for  to 
make  J  to  create  in  himself  of  twain,  one  new  man,  so  making 
peace.''  The  word  which  is  here  translated  to  make,  is 
ktise,  create,  and  is  rendered  create  in  other  parts  of  the 
passage.  When  Paul  says  Uiat  Christ  died  to  make  out  of 
twain  one  new  man,  the  reading  in  the  original  is,  that  he 
might  create  out  of  two  one  new  man  ;  the  word  rendered 
make,  being  the  very  sarae  word  that  is  used  in  Col.  i.  16. 
The  whole  passage,  as  well  as  the  parallel  passages,  all  show 
that  the  creation  referred  to  is  the  spiritual  creation  of  meny 
the  renovation  of  society.  And  the  words  have  been  so  un- 
derstood by  the  most  eminent  critics,  even  among  Trinitarians. 
Procopius  Gazeeus  interprets  the  word  created  thus  :  "  That 
is,  renovated  and  restored  to  their  pristine  state  J""*  Grotius 
says,  "  From  its  previous  connection,  it  is  more  proper  to  in- 
teipret  the  word  JEktist/ie  here,  as  signifying  constituted  or 
modelled  J  pr  that  a  new  state  of  things  was  introdicced,^*  And 
Dr.  Bloomfield  says,  on  Eph  ii.  10, — "  The  best  ancient  and 
modern  commentators  are  agreed,  that  by  the  words  poiema 
and  ktisis  must  be  understood,  not  the  natural  and  original 
creation,  as  men,  but  i\iQ  figurative  and  spiritual  creation,  as 
Christians'^  This  agrees  with  Heb.  iii.  6,  where  Christ  is 
represented  as  building  his  own  house  ;  "  whose  house  are 
we,  if  we  hold  fast  the  confidence  and  rejoicing  of  the  hope 
firm  unto  the  end.'*  It  was  the  spiritual  universe,  therefore, 
that  Jesus  created  ;  and  he  created  that  universe  or  kingdom, 
by  a  power  that  God  had  given  him. 

My  opponent  says  the  work  of  preserving  the  universe  i» 
ascribed  to  Christ.  I  answer,  only  the  ^ritual  universe  ; 
and  the  power  to  preserve  it  is  derived  from  God. 
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He  says,  Christ  had  the  power  to  pardon  sin,  and  thai  that 
power  belongs  only  to  God.  I  answer,  read  Matt.  ix.  1 — 8,  and 
you  will  see  that  God  is  spoken  of  as  giving  that  power 
unto  men,  Christ  had  had  brought  to  him  a  paralytic  person  to 
be  cured,  and  he  said  to  the  man,  *'  Son,  be  of  good  cheer  ; 
thy  sins  be  forgiven  thee.*'  Certain  of  the  scribes  then 
charged  him  with  blasphemy ;  on  which  Jesus  said,  *'  That 
ye  may  know  that  the  Son  of  man  hath  power  on  earth  to 
forgive  sins,  (then  saith  he  to  the  sick  of  the  palsy,)  Arise, 
take  up  thy  bed,  and  go  unto  thine  house.  And  he  arose 
and  departed  to  his  house.  When  the  multitude  saw  it, 
they  marvelled,  and  glorified  God,  which  had  given  such 
power  unto  men."  Jesus  meant  them  to  understand  that 
God  gave  him  the  power. — And  if  you  look  at  John  xx.  22, 
23,  you  will  find  that  the  same  power  was  given  by  Christ 
to  his  apostles.  "  And  when  he  had  said  this,  he  breathed 
on  them,  and  saith  unto  them.  Receive  ye  the  Holy  Ghost ; 
whose  soever  sins  ye  remit,  they  are  remitted  unto  them  ;  and 
whose  soever  sins  ye  retain,  they  are  retained."  So  that  other 
men,  it  seems,  can  foi^ve  sins  by  God*s  authority;  and  it 
was  by  God's  authority  that  Christ  forgave  them. 

It  is  said  that  Jesus  will  raise  the  dead  at  the  last  day,  and 
this  is  brought  forward  to  prove  his  Godhead.  But  othert 
have  raised  the  dead  as  well  as  Jesus*  Both  prophets  and 
apostles  have  raised  the  dead  :  but  are  they,  therefore,  God  1 
Again  ;  Christ  received  the  power  to  raise  the  dead  from  his 
Father.  So  that  the  possession  of  that  power  only  proves 
that  God  was  with  him,  not  that  Jesus  was  God, .  Look  at 
John  V.  22 — 36. 

He  says,  Christ  was  appointed  to  judge  the  world.  I 
jmswer,  Christ  said  his  disciples  should  judge  the  twelve 
tribes  of  Israel.  Matt.  xix.  28.  Paul  says  the  saints  shall 
judge  the  world, — 1  Cor.  vi.  2  :  and  that  they  shall  judge 
angels ;  verse  3.  Again ;  the  judgment  of  the  world  is  given 
into  Christ's  hands  by  God,  his  Father.  "  The  Fa^er  hath 
comm^ed  all  judgment  unto  the  Son."  Again  ;  it  is  not  the 
Godhead,  or  divinity  in  Christ  that  is  appointed  to  judge ;  but, 
as  the  apostle  says,  God  has  appointed  a  day  to  judge  the  world 
in  righteousness  by  that  man  whom  he  hath  appointed.  It  ia 
the  man,  then,  who  shall  judge  the  world.  And  Jesus  him- 
self says  that  all  power  is  given  unto  him  to  judge  because  he 
is  tke  son  of  man,  not  because  he  it  God  the  Son.     God  the 
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Father  could  not  give  power  or  authority  to  Christ  if  lie  were 
God  the  Son.  Being  equal  with  the  Father,  he  must  already 
have  had  it.  He  could  only  give  it  to  the  man  Christ  Jesus  ; 
and  the  power  to  judge  the  world  is  accordingly  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  man  Christ  Jesus. 

He  says  divine  worship  is  ascribed  to  Christ,  and  he 
especially  quotes  the  words  that,  We  are  to  honour  the  Son 
as  we  honour  the  Father.  I  answer,  look  at  the  passage, 
and  you  will  see  that  so  far  from  proving  Christ's  Godhead, 
it  proves  the  contrary.  It  simply  shows  that  the  Father  had 
ffiven  all  judgment  unto  the  Son,  and  that  all  men  were  to 
honour  him  on  tJicet  account,  as  they  would  have  honoured  the 
Father  whose  representative  he  was.  We  are  to  honour  him, 
not  because  he  is  God,  but  because  God  hath  appointed  him 
to  be  our  judge.  We  are  to  honour  him  as  the  Father's  re- 
presentative, as  the  Father's  plenipotentiary,  as  the  Father's 
messenger  ;  not  because  he  is  God,  but  because  God  hath  ap- 
pointed him  to  be  our  ruler  ;  hath  committed  all  judgment 
into  his  hands.  And  we  honour  him  best  when  we  do  as  he 
l>ids  us,  and  believe  what  he  says  to  us.  And  he  bids  us, 
when  we  pray,  to  say,  "  Our  Father,"  &c. 

My  opponent  speaks  of  persons  calling  upon  the  name  of 
ihe  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  as  a  proof  that  Christians,  in  early 
times,  prayed  to  Christ.  But  in  almost  every  passage  in  the 
New  Testament  where  the  phrase  calling  upon  an  individual 
is  mentioned,  the  meaning  is  surnaming.  See  Matt.  x.  3, 
Lebbaeus,  whose  surname  was,  or  who  was  called  upon, 
Thaddeus."  Calling  upon  Christ's  name  means  calling  our- 
selves, or  regarding  ourselves  as  Christ's  servants  or  disciples. 
^*  Calling  upon  ;"  See  Acts.  ix.  14,  where  Saul  is  said  to  have 
ihad  authority  from  the  chief  priests  "  to  bind  all  that  call  on 
thy  name :''  the  meaning  is,  all  who  professed  themselves 
-Christ's  followers.  Acts  i.  33, "  Barsabas,  who  was  surnamed 
Justus."  The  word  here  and  elsewhere  translated  surnamed^ 
is  the  same  that  is  translated  in  other  places  calling  upon. 
To  call  on  Christ's  name,  means  to  surname  ourselves  by 
Jesus  Christ ;  or  to  become  his  servants  ;  to  take  upon  our- 
selves his  name,  or  to  receive  him  as  our  Master  ;  and  to 
determine  to  live  in  obedience  to  his  authority — not  to  pray 
to  him. 

He  says  Stephen  called  upon  Christ  in  prayer.  I  answer, 
if  Stephen  prayed  to  Christ  as  God,  he  did  wrong  :  he  dis- 
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obeyed  Christ's  precepts  and  commands  ;  for  Christ  told  us 
to  pray  to  the  Father,  and  he  always  prayed  to  the  Father 
himself.  He  not  only  said,  "  And  when  ye  pray,  say,  Our 
Father,'*  but  he  expressly  forbade  us  to  pray  to  himself. 
He  said,  "  In  that  day  ye  shall  ask  ME  NOTHING,"  but 
"  whatsoever  ye  shall  ask  the  Father  in  my  name,  he  will 
give  it  you."  But  Stephen  did  not  break  Christ's  command- 
ment. He  saw  Jesus  and  addressed  his  request  to  him  as 
present,  a  thing  which  we  ourselves  should  all  do,  if  we  saw 
him.  If  he  was  before  us,  in  our  presence,  we  should  take 
delight  in  laying  our  state  before  him,  and  in  asking  from  him 
whatever  favour  he  might  be  empowered  by  God  to. grant. 
But  to  pray  to  Christ  is  forbidden.  Christ  always  prayed 
liimself  to  the  Father  ;  and  he  is  our  example. 

My  opponent  quotes  the  passage,  "  the  grace  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  and  the  love  of  God,  and  the  communion  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  be  with  you  all,"  as  a  prayer  to  Christ.  In  1 
Cor.  xvi.  23,  24,  Paul  says,  "  The  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  be  with  you.  My  love  be  with  you  all  in  Christ 
Jesus."  Does  Paul  pray  to  himself  or  to  his  own  love  then  ? 
Or  are  we  to  take  the  words  simply  as  a  wish  that  both 
his  own  love  and  the  love  of  Christ  might  be  with  them  ? 

He  says  the  saints  in  heaven  worship  the  Lamb.  But  it 
w  as  a  Lwmby  and  not  as  God.  They  only  worship  him  as 
we  ourselves  shall  be  glad  to  do,  when  we  are  permitted  to 
enter  his  presence.  And  we  have  no  doubt  but  we  shall  be 
permitted  to  dwell  in  his  presence,  if  we  are  faithful.  Even 
if  our  opinions  were  erroneous,  we  have  no  idea  that  he 
would  exclude  us  from  heaven  for  errors  which  we  could  not 
avoid.  He  who  took  the  good  Samaritan,  and  set  him  up  as 
an  example  for  the  orthodox  Jews  to  follow,  will  not  turn 
out  poor  heretics,  iY  we  love  him  and  love  our  brethren.  We 
say  it  is  in  his  human  nature,  as  the  Lamb,  that  saints 
extol  and  bless  him  :  but  is  the  word  Lamb  a  name  for 
God  1 

He  says  that  saints  trust  in  him.  So  do  we.  We  trust 
in  him  as  God's  messenger,  as  God's  anointed,  as  God's  ap- 
pointed Mediator  or  representative,  and  as  the  instrument  of 
all  good  from  God. 

He  tells  us  that  Christ  was  one  with  God.  So  he  was  ; 
but  not  God  himself.  In  John  xvii.  11  and  22,  Christ 
prays  that  xdl  who  believe  on  him  might  be  one,  even  as  he 
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and  the  Father  were  one.  Christ  may  be^  one  with  the  Father 
without  being  God,  just  as  all  Christians  may  be  one,  with- 
out being  one  man.  Jesus  and  God  may  be  one,  without 
being  one  God — one  in  purpose,  in  teorky  in  operation. 

Another  passage  he  gave  us  was  that  which  says,  '^  The  ful- 
ness of  the  Godhead  dwelt  in  Christ  bodily.*'  I  answer,  so 
it  did,  and  it  may  dwell  in  us  ;  for  it  is  a  fact  that  Paul  prays 
that  the  Ephesians  might  be  filled  with  all  the  fulness  of 
God. 

My  opponent  said  the  Jews  believed  that  Christ  stated 
himself  to  be  equal  with  God.  I  answer ;  Christ  said  he 
was  so  in  authority^  but  never  in  essencej  in  nature.  But  it  is 
asked,  Did  not  the  Jews  say  that  he  called  himself  God  1  I 
answer,  Yes,  they  did,  and  they  told  a  lie  in  saying  so.  Jesus 
did  not  tell  them  that  he  was  God  ;  but  he  says,  "  It  is  written 
in  your  law,  *  I  said  ye  are  Gods,'  and  if  those  to  whom  God 
sent  his  word  are  called  Gods,  why  find  fault  with  me,  by 
whom  the  word  is  sent,  who  only  said  I  am  the  Son  of  God." 
If  he  had  told  them  that  he  was  God,  it  would  have  been  a 
quibble  to  have  given  such  an  answer  as  this.  If  he  had 
called  himself  God,  and  then  spoken  as  he  does  speak  in 
this  passage,  he  would  be  chargeable  with  shrinking  from  the 
truth,  and  trying  to  get  out  of  a  difficulty  not  creditably.  But 
no  such  imputation  rests  upon  him.  I  believe  him  to  have 
been  a  truly  pious  young  man,  and  incapable  of  the  hypocrisy 
and  dissimulation  thus  urged  against  him. 

My  opponent  says,  that  Christ  had  two  natures  ;  and  that 
what  he  says  and  knows  in  one  nature,  he  does  not  say  or 
know  in  the  other.  Now  if  Jesus  had  two  natures,  and  talked 
on  this  principle  to  his  disciples,  he  ought  to  have  told  them, 
and  given  them  a  list  of  the  things  which  he  said,  telimg  them 
which  were  spoken  by  him  as  a  man,  and  which  were  spoken 
by  him  as  God,  or  in  his  divine  nature.  And  unless  he  did 
tell  them  that  he  had  two  natures,  and  give  them  such  a 
list,  he  would  leave  them  liable  to  infinite  error.  My  oppo- 
nent may  say,  Yes,  but  the  apostles  were  infallible.  But 
my  opponent  also  says  ie?e  are  not  infallible.  So  that  we 
must  be  left  at  complete  random  without  such  a  list,  and  may 
mistake  without  end.  Besides,  some  parts  of  the  very  same 
sentence  must  be  understood  as  applying  only  to  human 
nature,  while  other  parts  must  be  understood  as  applying  to 
the  divine  nature,  according  to  the  orthodox  mode  of  inter- 
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preting  Christ's  words.  We  should  therefore  be  always  at  » 
loss,  and  never  able  to  decide  in  reference  to  Christ's  sayings, 
to  which  nature  they  referred,  or  how  they  were  to  be  un- 
derstood. Christ's  words  and  Christ's  history  would,  on  the 
theory  that  he  talked  in  two  natures,  be  calculated  only  to 
bewilder  and  mislead  men. 

Besides,  to  represent  Christ  as  saying  that  he  did  not 
know  a  thing,  while  at  the  same  time  he  did  know  it,  or 
to  represent  hira  as  saying  that  he  could  do  nothing  of  him- 
self, while  he  knew  that  he  was  truly  God,  and  could  do 
all  things  of  himself,  is  to  represent  him  as  a  wilful  deceiver. 
Suppose  I  were  found  to  be  very  ungrateful  to  my  parents, 
and,  when  reproached  for  my  ingratitude,  should  say,  in 
order  to  excuse  myself,  that  I  did  not  know  my  parents,  and 
that  it  should  turn  out  that  I  really  did  know  them  as  to  my 
spiritual  nature,  but  that  my  meaning  was,  that  my  ffrecU 
toe  did  not  know  them,  should  I  not  be  condemned  at  once^ 
as  a  hypocrite,  as  a  wilful  liar  ?  Yet  this  is  the  light  in 
which  my  opponent's  theory  places  Jesus  Christ.  Jesus  js 
represented  as  saying  he  can  do  nothing  of  himself,  and  as 
praying  to  his  Father  for  help  ;  his  hearers  suppose  what  he 
«ays  to  be  true,  when,  behold,  it  turns  out  to  be  all  false,— 
that  Christ  was  truly  God,  equal  to  his  Father,  and  that  he 
only  meant  that  one  small  jmrt  of  himself  could  do  nothing 
of  itself,  while  the  other  part  could  do  all  things.  It  is  im- 
possible but  his  hearers  should  feel  in  such  a  case  that  they 
had  been  grossly  imposed  upon.  Yet  Jesus  is  represented 
by  my  opponent  as  acting  in  this  manner.  I  say  then,  that 
the  distinction  of  two  natures  in  Christ  is  a  priestly  inven  - 
tion,  and  is  a  gross  hbel  on  Christ,  and  is  deserving  only  of 
rejection  and  reprobation. 

I  have  a  number  of  other  arguments  on  this  subject,  which 
I  shall  endeavour  to  notice  to-morrow  evening  ;  when  I  shall 
also  reply  to  my  opponent's  remarks  of  to-night. 

There  are  two  other  subjects  on  the  list,  which  I  intended 
to  have  entered  into  at  some  length.  One  is  the  doctrine  of 
eternal  life  in  torments.  No  such  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in 
the  Scriptures.  There  is  not  a  passage  in  the  Bible  that 
teaches  such  a  doctrine.  It  is  an  awful  fiction  ;  and  it  is  a 
dreadful  reflection  against  God.  It  is  not  only  untrue,  but 
blasphemous. 

I  say,  first,  that  in  no  part  of  the  Scriptures  is  it  stated 
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tfcat  the  wicked  shall  live  for  ever,  and  be  eternally  tor- 
mented. 

Second,  the  contrary  is  stated,  that  the  wicked  shall  die. 
Third,  this  doctrine,  that  the  wicked  shall  die,  is  tiie  doc- 
trine that  has  been  taught  by  God  from  the  beginning. 

1.  It  was  taught  by  God  to  Adam,  in  Paradise.  The 
threatening  was,  "  The  day  that  thou  eatest  thereof  thou 
shalt  surely" — ^what  ?  be  eternally  tormented  \  No.  But, 
**  thou  shalt  surely  die?'' 

2.  The  same  doctrine  was  taught  by  Moses  to  Israel. 
Behold,  says  he,  1  have  set  before  you  life — and  what  ? 
eternal  torments  ?  No  ;  but  life  and  dea^h. 

3.  The  same  doctrine  was  taught  by  David  in  the  Psalms. 
His  language  was.  The  wicked  shall — live  in  eternal  tor- 
ments ?  No.  The  wicked  shall  fertBh.  Thine  enemies 
shall  perish.  All  they  that  are  far  from  thee  shall  perish^ 
Psalm  xxxvii.,  20  ;  xcii.,  9  ;  Ixxiii.,  27. 

4.  It  was  the  same  doctrine  that  was  taught  by  Solomon. 
'*  There  is  a  way,'*  says  he,  "  that  seemeth  right  unto  man, 
but  the  end  thereof  is  death.  All  that  hate  wisdom,  love 
death'' 

5.  The  doctrine  of  Ezekiel  was  the  same.  "  The  soul 
that  sinneth  shall  die.''  "Turn  ye  from  your  evil  ways.: 
why  will  ye  die  V 

6.  It  was  taught  by  Malachi.  "  For,  behold,  the  day 
cometh,  that  shall  burn  as  an  oven  ;  and  all  the  proud,  yea, 
and  all  that  do  wickedly,  shall  be  stubble  :  and  the  day  that 
cometh  shall  hum  them  up,  saith  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  that 
it  shall  leave  them  neither  ROOT  nor  BRANCH." 

7.  Next  came  John  the  Baptist.  What  says  he  ?  "Whose 
fan  is  in  his  hand,  and  he  will  thoroughly  purge  his  floor, 
and  gather  his  wheat  into  the  garner  ;  but  he  will  hum  up 
the  chaff  with  unquenchable  fire." 

8.  Jesus  taught  the  same  great  doctrine.  He  tells  us  of 
sin  leading  to  destruction.  He  speaks  of  God  destroying 
body  and  soulin  hell.  He  speaks  of  our  perishing ;  losing 
our  souls,  our  lives,  or  being,  and  the  like :  but  he  never 
says  any  thing  about  eternal  toraients. 

9.  Paul  teaches  the  same  doctrine.  He  says,  the  wages  of 
sin  is  death.  If  ye  live  after  the  flesh,  ye  shall  die.  If  ye 
live  after  the  flesh,  ye  shall  reap  corruption.  The  end  of 
these  things  is  death.  The  wicked  shall  be  punished  witK 
everlasting  destruction. 


i 
I 

1 


473 

10.  Tn  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  it  is  said  that  that  which 
bringeth  forth  thorns  and  briers  is  to  be  burnedy  that  God  is  a 
consuming  fire,  and  that  his  fiery  indignation  shall  devour 
the  adversaries. 

Mr.  Barker  was  here  informed  that  his  time  waa  up.  He 
immediately  ceased,  and  the  meeting  separated. 


lENTH  NIGHT. 

THURSDAY,  SEPTEMBER  4,  1845. 

The  excitement  consequent  on  the  discussion  had  now  reached 
its  acme.  Very  shortly  after  the  door  was  opened,  the  lecture- 
Toom  was  occupied  in  every  part ;  and  as  fresh  parties  arrived, 
the  process  of  condensation  proceeded,  until  every  seat  and  spot 
were  filled.  Indications  of  a  zealous  spirit  were  manifested  on 
"both  sides  ;  and  it  was  evident  that  a  very  little  misunder- 
standing would  have  produced  very  great  confusion.  The  ap- 
plause was  loud  and  oft-repeated,  not  only  on  the  arrival  of 
the  disputants,  but  when  prominent  individuals,  friends  to 
either  gentleman,  made  their 'appearance. 

At  a  few  minutes  before  seven,  Mr.  Gilmore  rose  and  en- 
quired if  Mr.  Henry  Lyne  was  in  the  room.  The  gentleman 
named  replied  in  the  affirmative  ;  on  which  Mr.  G.  asked  him 
if  he  had  any  objection  to  take  the  Umpire's  chair  that  even- 
ing.    Mr.  Lyne  said  he  had  not. 

Mr.  Gilmore  then  enquired  of  Mr.  Grant  if  he  had  any 
objection  to  Mr.  Lyne,  (whom  he  described  as  a  New  Jeru- 
salemite,  and  independent  of  both  parties,)  sitting  as  umpire. 

Mr.  Grant  said  he  knew  nothing  about  Mr.  Lyne.  What 
Ailed  Mr.  Gilmore  at  the  present  umpire  ?  He  was  not  disposed 
to  make  any  change. 

Mr.  Gilmore  said  they  had  no  objection  to  the  Reporter 
whatever.  But  as  it  was  apprehended  questions  wouM  arise 
iis  to  time,  and  as  the  Reporter  manifestly  could  not  attend  to 
that,  it  was  thought  desirable  to  have  a  gentleman  in  the  chair 
who  could  do  so. 

Mr.  Grant  enquired  whether  the  Reporter  could  undertake 
io  decide  any  dispute  regarding  time  ? 

The  Reporter  said  he  could  not ;  but  he  would  suggest 
that  any  difficulty  of  that  kind  might  be  got  over  by  nei- 
ther party  being  too  particular  or  jealous  about  a  few  mi- 
nutes of  time.  , 

JMr.  Cooke  observed,  that  if  they  changed  now,  they  might 
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get  an  umpire  who  was  not  acquainted  with  the  rules  of  tlie 
discussion.  He  could  not  at  all  consent  to  the  umpireBhip 
being  changed  ;  for  he  had  full  confidence  in  the  liepoiter. 

Mr.  Barker  said  the  only  reason  for  making  the  sugges- 
tion was  to  avoid  disputation  as  to  time. 

Mr.  Grant  then  rose  to  introduce  Mr.  Cooke  for  the  last 
time,  and  said, — Christian  Friends  :  I  have  the  pleasure  once 
more  to  request  your  attention,  while  I  very  hriefly  introduce 
Mr.  Cooke  to  your  notice.  All  that  I  have  to  impress  upon 
your  minds  is, — what  I  have  often  told  you  before,  and  what 
your  own  experience  must  fully  have  confirmed, — ^that  on  all 
sides  of  the  house  quietness  is  best.  And  the  more  quietly  you 
comport  yourselves,  the  better  you  will  be  enabled  to  judge 
fairly  between  the  disputants,  and  to  weigh  the  merits  of  the 
case  in  your  own  minds.  With  these  brief  recommendtitions, 
I  now  beg  to  introduce  Mr.  Cooke  again  to  your  notice. 
(Applause.) 

MR.  COOICE  then  rose  and  was  received  with  applause  of 
considerable  duration.  He  said, — Mr.  Chairman :  Christian 
Friends,— I  feel  very  happy  in  the  opportunity  of  addressing 
you  once  more  on  the  important  subject  which  has  been  brought 
under  our  consideration.  Last  evening,  when  Mr.  Barker 
found  that  he  could  not  answer  my  arguments  from  Scripture, 
he  took  another  course  ;  that  of  raking  together  the  conflicting 
views  of  fallible  men.  You  will  perceive  the  drift  of  this. 
As  he  could  not  undermine  my  proofs,  he  thought  he  would 
throw  dust  into  your  eyes,  to  prevent  you- from  seeing  the  truth 
clearly  ;  and  thus  raise  doubts  in  your  minds  about  the  truth 
in  general — ^not  only  about  the  doctrines  in  question,  but  about 
scriptural  truth  in  general.  This  was  very  apparent  when,  in 
positive  violation  of  the  rules  of  this  discussion,  my  opponent 
sought  to  undermine  the  authority  of  the  book  of  Kevelation. 
He  nad  previously  signed  a  document,  pledging  himself  not  to 
utter  a  sentiment  impugning  the  divine  authority  of  any  Book 
contained  in  the  authorized  version  :  yet,  in  violation  of  that 
pledge,  which  ought  to  have  the  sanctity  of  an  oath,  he  as- 
serted^ that  the  Book  of  Revelation  is  spurious.  It  is  thus, 
however,  that  his  disregard  for  his  own  solemn  pledge,  and  his 
disbelief  of  the  Bible,  both  become  manifest  together.  Despe- 
rate, in  his  own  estimation,  must  his  cause  be,  when  he  can 
have  recourse  to  measures  which  thus  involve  a  violation  of 
moral  principle.  If  the  design  of  this  discussion  had  been  to 
investigate  the  authenticity  of  the  sacred  books,  I  should  have 
defended  their  genuineness :  but  neither  the  object  of  the  dis- 
cussion, nor  my  limited  time,  will  admit  of  this. 

Respecting  the  quotations  which  Mr.  Barker  adduced  last 
evening  from  various  writers,  I  observe,  first,  that  the  quo- 
tations are  not  all  from  Trinitarian  writers,  but  some  of  tnem 
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.^re  from  Arian  authors.  Secondly,  that  those  said  to  be  giron 
frma  Trioitarian  writers  ai-e  of  no  authority  in  this  discussion  ; 
because  they  form  not  the  standard  to  which  we  have  mutu- 
ally agreed  to  appeal.  Thirdly,  the  quotations  given  by  my 
opponent  are  not  to  be  relied  upon;  for  it  is  the  practice  of 
Wilson,  his  Unitarian  authority,  to  give  the  sentiments  of 
eommentators,  not  in  their  own  words,  but  in  his  own  lan- 
guage ;  and  often  to  present  them  in  a  garbled  aspect.  Again  ; 
the  words  of  an  author,  when  given,  are  often  given  unfairfy, 
detached  from  their  proper  condition  ;  and  sometimes  they  are 
giyen  falsely,  and  made  to  speak  sentiments  which  the  authors 
themselves*  never  held. 

Lest  I  should  not  have  time  for  the  principal  body  of  my 
address,  I  shall  waive  a  reference  to  these  authors  for  the  pre- 
sent \--th<mgh  I  have  them  before  me,  and,  if  my  time  should 
admit,  I  shall  point  out  the  falsehood  of  the  quotations  which 
have  been  given.  And  I  would  here  remark  that  I  have  be- 
fore me  not  less  than  THIRTY-EIGHT  falsehoods  and  awful 
perversions  of  truth,  selected  from  the  writings  of  Priestley, 
Belsham,  and  Lindsay,  in  reference  to  tlie  subjects  which  have 
been  under  our  discussion  ;  especially  in  reference  to  the  senti- 
ments of  the  Fathers  respecting  the  person  of  Christ.  And  I 
^all  be  willing  for  any  competent  gentleman  to  examine  them 
after  this  discussion  is  over^  And  perhaps  I  may  take  the 
■opportunity  of  publishing  them. 

MR.  BARKER  HAS  ALSO  BEEN  GUILTY  OF  GROSS- 
LY MISREPRESENTING  MY  SENTIMENTS.  He  stated 
that  I  had  misquoted  Seneca  in  his  letter  to  Helvia.  But  the 
fact  is,  that  the  very  quotation  he  gave  establishes  the  correct- 
ness of  my  statement.  The  only  difference  is,  that  Mr.  Barker 
extended  the  quotation,  and  made  it  include  a  passage  which 
savours  of  materialism.  So  far  as  I  quoted  the  passage,  it  is 
correct ;  and  that  Seneca  was  not  a  materialist,  his  writings 
afford  abundant  evidence. 

HE  HAS  ALSO  GROSSLY  MISREPRESENTED  ME  IN 
REFERENCE  TO  JONATHAN'S  TARGUM.  I  have  borne 
the  insult  offered  on  previous  occasions,  but  now  I  shall,  reply. 
I  did  not  say  that  Jonathan  said,  on  Isaiah  the  6th,  Holy — 
that  is  the  Father  ;  Holy — ^that  is  the  Son  ;  Holy — that  is  the 
Holy  Ghost.  I  said  that  Rabbi  Simeon  Ben  Jochai  gave  this 
exposition  ;  and  this  Mr.  Barker  has  never  denied,  much  less 
disproved :  and  therefore  he  might  have  saved  himself  the 
trouble  of  writing  to  a  Jewish  Rabbi,  who,  I  suppose,  rejects 
botli  the  Divinity  and  the  Messiahship  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ.  As  to  Jonathan  applying  the  title  of  Jehovah  to 
Christ,  I  remark  that  he  most  plainly  does  so  in  more  instances 
than  one.  And  I  am  prepared  to  take  any  gentleman  of  com- 
petent knowledge  abng  with  me  to  my  house,  and  show  him 
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passciges  where  Jonatiian  in  his  Targiim  does  refer  the  term 
Jdiovah  to  tiie  rUciiaiah — tha  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  (Loud 
cheering.) 

1  proceed  to  notice  some  of  Mr.  Barker's  objections,  advan- 
ced last  evening. 

In  reference  to  the  passage  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16, — "  Great  is  the 
mystery  of  Godliness :  God  was  manifest  in  the  flesh,"  Mr. 
Barker  asserts  that  Theos  is  spurious,  and  that  Griesbach  has 
it  OS,  Who  was  manifested.  I  answer,  first,  that  the  evidence 
in  favour  of  the  genuineness  of  Theos  decidedly  preponderates. 
Dr.  Tholuch,  from  Germany,  examined  the  Alexandrian  manu- 
script in  the  British  Museum  ;  and  is  decidedly  of  opinion  that 
the  common  reading  is  genuine.  Dr.  Schulz,  a  better  autho- 
rity than  Griesbach,  and  one  of  our  own  standards,  preserves 
the  reading  of  Theos,  But  if  we  adopt  os  as  the  reading,  the 
meaning  is  exactly  the  same — (and  I  desire  to  call  attention  to 
the  fact) — for  the  relative  pronoun  masculine  <w,  who^  must 
have  an  antecedent,  and  that  antecedent  can  be  no  other  noun 
but  Theos, ;  for  neither  in  gender  nor  sense  can  the  pronoun  refer 
to  any  other.  It  cannot  agree  to  eusebeiay  godliness,  for  that  is 
feminine  ;  it  cannot  refer  to  the  word  mustirion,  mystery,  for 
that  is  neuter  ;  it  cannot  refer  to  the  word  alstheia,  truth,  for 
that  is  feminine ;  it  cannot  refer  to  the  word  edraioma,  ground,  j 

or  foundation,  for  that  is  neuter,  and,  besides,  it  would  make  no 
sense  of  the  passage  :  it  cannot  refer  to  the  word  stulos,  pillar, 
for  the  same  reason  ;  and  it  cannot  refer  to  the  word  ekklesia, 
church,  for  this  is  feminine  ;  and  the  sense  also  forbids  it :  but 
with  tlie  word  Theos,  it  has  a  perfect  concord,  both  in  gender 
and  in  sense.  The  philology  and  divinity  here  completely  har- 
monise, and  give  propriety,  spirit,  and  vigour  to  the  apostle's 
statement,— that  great  is  the  mystery  of  godliness  ;  "  God  was 
manifest  in  the  flesh  :"  for  what  is  so  great  a  mystery  as  the 
incarnation  of  the  Lord  of  light  and  glory  ?  This  is  the  doc- 
trine of  the  passage,  and  accords  with  the  teacliing  of  Johu, 
**  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with 
God,  and  the  word  was  God."  "  And  the  Word  was  made 
flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us,  and  we  beheld  His  glory,  the  glory 
of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father,  full  of  grace  and  truth." 

Mr.  Barker  laboured  hard  to  make  it  appear  that  Christ  was 
the  author  of  a  spiritual,  but  not  of  a  natural  creation  :  but, 
hard  as  he  toiled,  he  failed  ;  for,  in  the  first  place,  he  omitted 
to  notice  the  passage  in  John  i.,  3 — 10,  as  he  no  doubt  felt  it 
inconvenient  to  do  so.  Secondly,  in  quoting  Col.  i.  16,  he  left 
out  the  words  "  visible  and  invisible,"  which,  of  course,  include 
jail  possible  creatures.  Thirdly,  he  told  an  untruth  when  he 
referred  to  Heb.  i.,  8,  asserting  that  it  did  not  apply  to  Christ ; 
but  you  shall  hear  the  passage,  and  judge  for  yourselves  :— 
'*  But  unto  the  Son  he  saith,  thy  throne,  0  God,  is  for  ever 
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and  ever."  Who  is  addressed  there  ?  Christ  the  Son.  **  A 
sceptre  of  righteousness  is  the  sceptre  of  thy  kingdom.  Thoa 
hast  loved  righteousness,  and  hated  iniquity :  therefore  God, 
even  thy  God,  hath  anointed  thee  vith  tlie  oil  of  gladness  ahove 
thy  fellows."  And  then  we  have  the  copulative  conjunction 
kaiy  connecting  the  following  verse  with  the  preceding, — 
"  And  thou.  Lord,  in  the  beginning  hast  laid  the  foundation  of 
the  earth,  and  the  heavens  are  the  works  of  thine  hands." 
Fourthly,  I  reply  that  Mr.  Barker,  by  a  singular  felicity  of 
argument,  included  Jews  and  Gentiles  in  his  spiritual  creation. 
Now  as  there  are  no  human  beings,  but  Jews  and  Gentiles,  it, 
of  course,  follows,  an  his  own  showing,  that  Christ  created  all 
men.  This  is  what  the  apostle  John  maintains,  when  he  says, 
"  He  was  in  the  world,  and  the  world  was  made  by  him,  and 
the  world  knew  him  not."  Just  ask  yourselves  what  world 
was  it  that  knew  him  not  ?  Mankind  knew  him  not.  It  was 
the  world  that  he  was  in,  our  world,  that  knew  him  not, 
though  the  Saviour  made  it.  Need  I  tell  you  that  my  oppo- 
nent has  singularly  failed  in  his  attempt  to  prove  that  Christ 
did  not  create  the  visible  universe  ? 

My  opponent  says  that  the  church  is  called  "  Jehovah  our 
Righteousness.'^  But  this,  Mr.  Barker  knows,  is  a  mistake. 
He  can  criticise  when  it  suits  his  purpose  ;  but  when  it  better 
suits  his  purpose,  he  can  let  criticism  alone,  and  take  the  com- 
mon reading.  The  reference  is  to  Jeremiah  xxxiii.,  15  16, — 
"  In  those  days,  and  at  that  time,  will  I  cause  the  Branch  of 
righteousness'" — mark  the  phrase  ! — "  to  grow  up  unto  David ; 
and  HE" — mark  ! — "  He  shall  execute  judgment  and  righte- 
ousness in  the  land.  In  those  days  shall  Judah  be  saved,  and 
Jerusalem  shall  dwell  safely  :  and  this  is  the  name  wherewith 
she  shall  be  called,  The  Lord  our  Righteousness."  There  is 
something  singular  in  our  translation  having  the  phrase  "this 
is  the  name  wherewith  she  shall  be  called  ;"  l)ut  the  seeming 
difficulty  vanishes  before  an  enlightened  criticism  ;  for,  first, 
the  reference  is  not  to  the  church,  but  to  the  Righteous  Branch 
proceeding  from  David.  This  must  be  Christ,  for  this  is  one 
of  his  titles  ;  and  he  is  called  the  son  of  David  according  to  the- 
flesh  :  and  he  is  Jehovah  our  righteousness  according  to  his 
Divine  nature.  But  these  titles  cannot  belong  to  the  church ; 
for  she  is  neither  the  Branch  of  Righteousness,  nor  the  Son  of 
David,  nor  Jehovah  our  righteousness.  But  I  ask,  how  comes 
it  to  pass  that  we  read  in  our  version  or  translation,  **  she^ 
shall  be  called  the  Lord  our  righteousness  ?'  It  is  easily  ex- 
plained. The  Hebrew  pronoun  rendered  she  differs  little  in  its 
form  from  the  prounoun  rendered  He.  The  only  difference 
is  a  small  stroke ;  and  this  must  have  been  omitted  by  a  tran- 
scriber of  some  ancient  copy.  Of  this  there  is  satisfactory 
evidence  ;  for  it  is.  HE,  and  not  she,  in  the  Chaldee  paraphrase^ 
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and  in  the  Syriac,  and  Vulgate,  and  Septuagint  versions ;  and 
Dr.  Kennicott,  in  searching  ancient  manuscripts,  found  a 
various  reading,  which  conforms  to  all  the  versions  I  have 
named,  and  makes  it  HE,  and  not  she  ;  and  thus  conforms  to 
the  sense  of  the  passage.  Here,  then,  the  passage,  we  see, 
ought  to  read  that  HE,  the  Righteous  Branch,  that  HE  wha 
proceeds  from  David,  HE  shall  be  called  the  Lord  our  Righte- 
ousness, So  that  the  argument  about  the  church  being  called 
the  Lord  our  righteousness  falls  to  the  ground. 

All  this  evidence  is  supported  by  a  parallel  passage  from  the 
same  prophet,  when  speaking  of  the  same  Glorious  Personage, 
Christ,  and  appl^nng  to  him  the  same  titles.  Jeremiah  xxiii., 
6,  6, — "  Behold,  the  days  come,  saith  the  Lord,  that  I  will 
raise  unto  David  a  Righteous  Branch," — the  same  term — "  and 
a  King  shall  reign  and  prosper,  and  shall  execute  judgment 
and  justice  in  the  earth.  In  his  days  Judah  shall  be  saved, 
and  Israel  shall  dwell  safely  :  and  this  is  his  name  whereby 
HE  shall  be  called,  THE  LORD  OUR  RIGHTEOUSNESS." 
And  thus  Scripture  sheds  light  upon  Scripture,  and  the  word 
of  God  becomes  its  own  commentator.  This  is  so  plain  and 
conclusive  that  "  no  ingenuity  of  man  can  explain  it  away." 
Thus  Christ  is  called  Jehovah  our  Righteousness ;  yet  Mr. 
Barker  asserts  that  he  ^  was  simply  a  pious  young  man. 
(Laughter,  and  calls  to  "order.") 

My  opponent  says,  that  to  call  upon  the  name  of  Christ  is  to 
call  ourselves  by  his  name.  It  so  happens,  however,  that 
there  is  no  evidence  that  the  New  Testament  disciples  ever  did 
call  themselves  by  Christ's  name.  They  were  called  "  Chris- 
tians ;"  but  the  appellation  appears  to  have  been  given  to  them 
by  their  enemies,  as  a  term  of  reproach.  But  suppose  they  did 
call  themselves  by  the  Saviour's  name,  there  is  no  evidence  that 
they  ever  called  themselves  by  his  name  in  prayer.  We  have 
many  examples  of  prayer,  but  not  one  in  which  they  used 
prayer  for  that  purpose.  The  dying  thief  prayed.  Was  it  to^ 
call  himself  by  the  name  of  Christ  ?  No  ;  but  to  obtain  salva- 
tion. "  Remember  me  when  thou  comest  into  thy  kingdom.'' 
The  dying  Stephen  prayed.  Was  it  to  surname  himself  by 
Christ's  name  T  No  ;  but  to  implore  pardon  for  his  enemies ; 
and  to  commit  his  departing  spirit  into  the  hands  of  the  Saviour 
in  whom  he  trusted. 

The  apostles  prayed  to  Christ  in  a  variety  of  forms.  They 
prayed  to  him  for  blessings  temporal,  and  blessings  spiritual ; 
and  you  shall  have  a  few  of  their  expressions. 

When  PSeiuI  was  tried  with  the  affliction,  figuratively  called 
"  a  thorn  in  the  flesh,"  he  besought  the  Lord  thrice  for  deliver- 
ance, and  received  from  him  the  gracious  answer,  "  My  grace 
is  suffleient  for  thee,  for  my  strength  is  parfect  in  weakness." 
And  the  apostlo  adds,  **  Most  gladly,  then,  will  I  glory  in  my 
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infirmities,  that  the  power  of  Christ  may  rest  upon  me."  Was 
it  ^*a  pious  young  man*'  whose  grace  was  sufficient  forhim,  and 
whose  strength  was  made  perfect  in  his  weakness  ?  Or  did  the 
apostle  pray  to  Christ  that  he  might  he  surnamed  hy  him  ? 
Judge  ye. 

St  Paul,  writing  to  Timothy,  uses  the  following  prayer. 
1  Tim.  i.,  2, — "  Grace,  mercy,  and  peace,  from  "God  our  Father 
and  from  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord."  Now,  what,  are  the  bless- 
ings which  are  here  sought?  Does  the  apostle  ask  for  the 
blessing  that  he  might  be  surnamed  by  Christ's  name  ?  No, 
he  asks  for  mercy  ;  he  asks  for  grace;  he  asks  for  peace.  And 
Hiese  three  blessings  comprehend  all  spiritual  olessings  ; — 
mercy,  to  pardon  ;  grace,  to  sanctify  ;  and  peace,  as  the  happy 
result  of  these  important  blessings.  From  whom  does  the 
apostle  seek  these  blessings  ?  He  sought  them  from  God,  even 
our  Father,  and  from  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  And  how  does 
he  seek  them  ?  He  sought  them  by  an  act  of  worship — ^by 
prayer  to  the  Father  and  to  Christ.  Yet  Mr.  Barker  tells  us 
that  **  Christ  is  just  a  pious  young  man."  So  then,  we  have  a 
pious  young  man  associated  with  the  Almighty  Father  as 
an  object  of  .prayer,  and  as  a  source  of  mercy,  of  grace,  and 
peace !  "^ 

In  the  Epistles  alone,  we  have  about  twenty-eight  instances 
in  which  our  Lord  is  thus  solemnly  addressed.  The  New  Tes- 
tament Saints  prayed  to  Christ,  the  Lord,  for  both  temporal 
and  spiritual  blessings.  Hear  the  apostle  Paul : — '*  Now  God 
himself,  and  our  Father,  and  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  direct  our 
way  unto  you.  and  the  Lord  make  you  all  abound  in  love  one 
toward  another,  and  toward  all  men,  even  as  we  do  towards 
you  :  to  the  end  that  he  may  establish  your  hearts  unblame- 
able  in  holiness  before  G(^d,  even  our  Father."  Now  here,  you 
perceive,  Christ  is  distinguished  from  the  Father  as  actually 
conferring  these  blessings.  ^  To  the  end  that  HE  may  estab- 
lish your  hearts  unblameable  in  holiness  before  God,  even  our 
Father,  at  the  coming  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  with  all 
saints."  1  Thes.  iii.,  11 — 13.  What  are  the  blessings  sought 
for  in  this  prayer  ?  First,  divine  direction  ;  second,  abund- 
ance of  love  ;  third,  stability ;  and  fourth,  holiness.  And 
these  blessings  are  sought  from  Christ,  in  connection  with  the 
Father. 

In  this  prayer,  the  Father  is  put  before  the  Son  ;  but  in  the 
following  prayer  the  Lord  Jesus  is  placed  before  the  Father. 
Now,  listen: — "Now  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  himself,  and  God, 
even  our  Father,  which  hath  loved  us,  and  hath  given  us  ever- 
lasting consolation,  and  good  hope  through  grace,  comfort  your 
hearts,  and  establish  you  in  every  good  word  and  work." 
ThcsB.  ii.,  16, 17.  Thus  Christ  was  united  with  the  Father  as 
the  great  object  of  prayer,  as  tlie  fountain  of  blessing,  and  the 
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bestower  of  all  grace ;  therefore,  if  by  prayer  the  apostles 
^worshipped  the  Father,  they  equally  worshipped  and  honoured 
;the  Son.  Yet  in  spite  of  these  plain  passages,  Mr.  Barker  still 
asserts  that  "  Jesus  is  just  a  simple  pious  young  man."  A 
pi(»is  young  man  is  no  fit  object  of  prayer  and  devotion.  Such 
prerogatives  belong  to  none  but  God.  But  the  apostles  prayed 
to  Christ  for  aU  sorts  of  blessings.  Therefore  Jesus  Christ 
is  God. 

The  apostles  not  only  prayed  to  our  Saviour,  but  they  gave 
him  the  most  exalted  praise  which  their  tongues  could  utter, 
or  their  pen  could  frame.  Listen.  "  But  grow  in  grace  and 
in  the  knowledge  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  to 
whom  be  glory  both  now  and  forever."  2  Peter  iii.,  18. 
Again  ; — "  And  the  Lord  shall  deliver  me  from  every  evil  work, 
and  will  preserve  me  unto  his  heavenly  kingdom  :  TO  WHOM 
BE  GLORY  BOTH  NOW  AND  FOR  EVER."  2  Tim.  iv., 
18.  The  whole  church  is  described  as  giving  him  glory  in  the 
loftiest  strains  of  praise.  «  UNTO  HIM  THAT  HATH 
LOVED  US,  AND  WASHED  US  FROM  OUR  SINS  IN 
HIS  OWN  BLOOD,  TO  HIM  BE  GLORY  AND  DOMIN- 
ION FOR  EVER  AND  EVER."  Rev.  i.,  6.  The  angels 
are  higher  than  men.  Amongst  them  there  are  revealed  the 
highest  intelligences  that  exist.  And  yet  all  these  are  com- 
manded to  worship  the  Saviour.  "  And  when  he  bringeth  in 
the  first-begotten  into  the  w^orld,  he  saith,  And  let  all  the 
angels  of  God  worship  him."  Heb.  i.,  8.  The  angels  had 
worshipped  him  ages  prior  to  his  incarnation.  The  angele 
worshipped  him  as  exhibited  in  Isaiah's  prophetic  vision.  But 
now  Christ  assumes  a  new  character.  Now  he  appears  incar- 
nate, now  he  is  in  the  world  in  his  hupan  nature,  and  in  that 
character  a  new  commandment  is  given  to  angels  to  worship 
him.  And  thus,  when,  at  the  time,  'at  the  period  referred  to, 
at  our  Lord's  incarnation,  "  when  he  bringeth  his  first-begotten 
into  the  world,  he  said,  AND  LET  ALL  THE  ANGELS  OF 
GOD  WORSHIP  HIM."  How  oddly  Mr.  Barker's  theology 
sounds, — And  let  all  the  angels  in  heaven  worship  this  pious 
young  man  !  Let  Gabriel  bow  before  him.  Let  Raphael,  and 
Michael,  and  all  the  bright  hosts  of  heaven,  seraphs,  and 
cherubim,  and  the  loftiest  intelligences,  join  in  worshipping  "a 
pious  yqung  man!"  The  notion  is  ridiculous — absolutely 
ridiculous,  and  impious  as  well  as  absurd,  and  derogatory  to 
that  Saviour  whom  we  love,  and  to  that  truth  which  we  revere. 
And  you  will  remember  that  the  command.  Let  all  the  angels 
of  God  worship  him,  is  given  by  that  Being  who  hath  said, 
"  Thou  shait  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  him  only  shalt 
tnou  serve." 

But  our  adorable  Redeemer  is  worshipped  by  all  orders  of 
beings  in  heaven — by  the  whole  church,  and  by  all  the  hier^ 
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archy  of  heaven.  Revelation  has  drawn  aside  the  veil  that 
separates  eternity  from  time,  and  shows  us  the  shinning  Jiosts 
around  the  throne.  We  can  take  up  the  telescope  of  faith,  and 
look  upon  the  bright  myriads  who  surround  the  throne  of  Grod. 
"We  can  see  their  state,  and  behold  their  employments,  ^nd 
hear  their  pealing  anthems.  Let  us,  then,  look  into  tlie  bright 
regions  which  are  exhibited  to  our  view. 

£  Some  interruption  was  here  occasioned  by  an  individual  in 
tiie  body  of  the  room,  and  there  were  several  cries  of  "  Put 
him  out."] 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — Order,  order.    Rsspect  yourselves. 

Mr.  Cooke  : — Don't  be  rash  with  the  poor  man.  Let  him 
alone  ;  and  I  will  read  him  a  portion  of  God's  blessed  word* 
Kev.  v.,  beginning  at  the  6th  verse  : — "  And  I  beheld,  and  io, 
in  the  midst  of  the  throne  and  of  the  four  living  ones,  and  in 
the  midst  of  the  elders,  stood  a  lamb  as  it  had  been  slain,  hav- 
ing seven  horns  and  seven  eyes,  which  are  the  seven  Spirits  of 
God  sent  forth  into  all  the  earth.  And  he  came  and  took  tile 
book  out  of  tlie  right  hand  of  him  that  sat  upon,  the  throne, 
and  when  he  had  taken  the  book,  the  four  living  cjj^es  and  four 
and  twenty  elders  fell  down  before  the  Lamb,  Imvine  every  one 
of  them  hai'ps,  and  golden  vials  full  of  odours,  which  are  the 
prayers  of  saints.  And  they  sung  a  new  song,  saying.  Thou 
-art  worthy  to  take  the  book,  and  to  open  the  seals  thereof :  for 
thou  wast  slain,  and  hast  redeemed  us 'to  God  by  thy  blood 
out  of  every  kindred,  and  tongue,  and  people,  and  nation  ;  and 
hast  made  us  unto  our  God  kings  and  priests  :  and  we  shall 
reign  on  the  earth.  And  I  beheld,  and  I  heard  the  voice  of 
many  angels  round  about  the  throne,  and  the  living  ones,  and 
the  elders:  and. the  number  of  them  was  ten  thousand  times 
t^i  thousand,  and  thousands  of  thousands  ;  saying,  with  a  loud 
voice.  Worthy  is  the  Lamb  that  was  slain  to  receive  power, 
and  riches,  and  wisdom,  and  sti-ength,  and  honour,  and  glory, 
and  blessing.  And  every  creature  which  is  in  heaven,  and  on 
the  eai'th,  and  under  the  earth,  and  such  as  are  in  the  sea,  and 
all  that  are  in  them,  heard  I  saying,  Blessing,  and  honour,  and 
glory,  and  power,  be  unto  him  that  sitteth  upon  the  throne, 
and  unto  the  Lamb,  for  ever  and  ever.  And  the  four  living 
ones  said.  Amen."  Now,  just  contemplate  the  scene  for  ono 
moment.  This  praise  is  loud  and  earnest.  They  sound  his 
praise  with  a  loud  voice.  The  apostle  heard  them  :  and  the 
sound  was  like  the  noise  of  many  waters,  and  the  voice  of 
mighty  thundering  round  about  the  throne.  It  was  unani- 
mous. There  were  multitudes,  defying  calculation.  Yet  there 
was  not  one  discordant  tongue — not  one  silent  voice — not  ons 
cold  or  reluctant  heart ;  but  with  united  ardour  and  harmonj 
they  worship  God  and  the  Lamb.  And  this  praise,  too,  com- 
prehends tl^e  exercise  of  all  holy  intelligcnees.    There  are  the 
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living  ones,  the  cherubim,  the  seraphim,  the  highest  intelli- 
gences, perhaps,  that  God  has  formed  ;  and  they  give  him 
glory.  And  there  is  the  whole  church,  represented  by  the 
twenty-four  elders— the  Jewish  and  Christian  churches  united ; 
and  Ihey  gave  him  glory.  And  there  is  the  multitude  of  angels, 
which  no  man  can  number  ;  thousands  upon  thousands  in 
number  ;  and  they  unite  in  a  pealing  anthem  of  rapturous 
praise.  And  then,  as  if  heaven  itself  were  too  .confined  to  con- 
tain the  swelling  chorus,  the  wave  of  triumph  and  of  gladness 
extends  to  earth,  and  earth  itself  takes  up  the  sound,  until  it 
is  echoed  back  to  heaven,  and  finished  by  the  loud  Amen 
uttered  by  the  living  ones  which  bow  before  the  throne.  Can 
we  so  pervert  our  common  sense  in  the  face  of  this  palpable  and 
obvious  evidence — can  we  so  pervert  our  common  sense  as  to 
trifle  with  these  plain  statements  of  God's  word— can  we  so 
pervert  our  common  sense,  or  the  judgment  which  God  has 
given  us,  as  to  maintain  that  these  representations  apply  only 
to  a  man,  only  to  a  pious  young  man,  who  exercised  his 
ministry  for  three  years,  and  then  finished  his  career  by  dying 
upon  the  cross ;  multitudes  having  laboured  ten  times  the 
period  of  the  Saviour,  and  having  died  a  death  which,  bodily 
considered,  was  equally  excruciating  and  even  more  protracted  I 
The  idea  is  monstrous. 
I  now  come  to  the  Personality  and  Godhead  of  the  Holy 

Spirit. 

I  maintain,  firstly,  with  regard  to  his  personality,  that  the 
Holy  Spirit  is  not  a  periphrasis  for  the  Father  himself  ;  for  he 
is  distinguished  from  the  Father,  as  I  shall  presently  show 
you.  I  would  just  now  remark  that  the  formulary  of  baptism 
teaches  this  distinction,  "  Go  ye  and  teach  all  nations,  baptiz- 
ing them  into  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the 
Holy  Ghost."  Now,  as  the  distinction  here  between  the  Father 
and  the  Son  is  real,  so  is  the  distinction  between  the  Father 
and  the  Holy  Ghost  real. 

The  Holy  Ghost  is  not  an  attribute,  or  an  influence  ;  for  all 
the  attributes  of  a  Person,  and  the  modes  of  action  peculiar  to 
a  conscious,  intelligent  agent,  are  ascribed  to  the  blessed  Spirit. 
He  is  said  to  speak,  to  be  pleased,  to  be  vexed,  to  be  grieved. 
He  is  set  forth  as  knowine,  willing,  moving,  striving,  helping, 
interceding,  comforting,  leading,  guiding.  He  is  said  to  be 
blasphemed — to  be  sinned  against ;  and  sin  against  the  Holy 
Ghost  is  the  most  grievous  sin  which  men  can  commit,  and  one 
never  to  be  forgiven.  If  language  can  express  personality — 
if  actions  and  states  of  being  can  indicate  a  conscious,  intelli- 
gent agent,  we  have  it  undoubtedly  presented  here  in  almost 
every  variety  of  form.  And  the  attempt  to  resolve  such  varied 
representations  into  mere  figures  of  speech,  is  equally  unwor- 
thy the  scholar  and  the  Christian.     It  can  only  be  regarded  as 
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a  licentious  and  reckless  endeavour  to  sustain  a  system  at  the 
expense  of  all  candour  and  all  just  regard  to  the  credit  and 
authority  of  the  sacred  volume. 

While  the  Scriptures  plainly  teach  the  Spirit's  personality, 
they  as  plainly  teach  his  Godhead.  The  names  of  God  are 
€U€ribed  to  Him. 

HE  IS  CALLED  GOD.  Ananias  lied  to  the  Holy  Ghost ; 
and  when  Peter  detected  his  hypocrisy,  and  chareed  his  sin 
upon  him,  he  said,  *'  Why  hath  Satan  filled  thine  heart  to  lie 
to  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  to  keep  back  part  of  the  price  of  the 
land  ?  Whiles  it  remained,  was  it  not  thine  own  ?  and  after 
it  was  sold,  was  it  not  in  thine  own  power  1  why  hast  thou 
conceived  this  thing  in  thine  heart  ?  thou  hast  not  lied  unto 
men,  but  unto  GOD."  Arid  addressing'  Sapphira,  he  said  unto 
her,  "  How  is  it  that  ye  have  agreed  together  to  tempt  the 
Spirit  of  the  Lord.  ?" — Acts  v. 

He  is  also  called  LORD.  "  Now  the  Lord  is  that  Spirit : 
and  where  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  is,  there  is  liberty." — 2  Cor. 
iii.,  17. 

He  is  also  caUed  JEHOVAH,  JEHOVAH  GOD,  THE  GOD 
OF  ISRAEL,  JEHOVAH  GOD  OF  HOSTS.  In  Acts  i., 
Peter  says, — "  Men  and  brethren,  this  Scripture  must  needs 
have  been  fulfilled  which  the  Holy  Ghost" — mark  the  phrase ! 
— "  which  the  Holy  Ghost,  by  the  mouth  of  David,  spalce  con- 
cerning Judas  :"  "for  it  is  written  in  the  book  of  Psalms." — 
Now  what  did  the  Holy  Ghost  say  ? — "  Let  his  habitation  be 
desolate,  and  let  no  man  dwell  therein  :  and  his  bishopric  (or 
office)let  another  take."  This  prediction  is  taken  from  Psalms 
69  and  109 ;  and  the  Glorious  feeing  with  whom  the  Psalmist 
is  there  described  as  having  religious  intercourse,  is  designated 
"  God,''  « Jeh<yoah;*  "  the  God  of  Israel,''  "  JeJKXDah  God," 
*^  Jehovah  God  of  Hosts ;"  and  while  David  speaks  by  the 
Holy  Ghost,  receiving  divine  communications  from  him,  quali- 
fying him  to  foretel  future  events,  he  renders  vnto  him — the 
Holy  Ghost,  prayer,  thanksgiving,  adoration,  praise,  and  every 
form  of  religious  homage  ;  and  as  if  his  own  efforts  were  insuf- 
ficient to  set  forth  all  his  glory,  he  calls  upon  "  the  heavens, 
the  earth,  the  sea,  and  all  nature,  to  unite  in  lauding  his  glo- 
rious name."  Thus,  then,  the  names  of  God  are  ascribed  to 
the  Holy  Spirit,  and  he  is  worshipped. 

I  must  now  proceed  to  the  Trinity.  I  have  not  time  to 
expatiate  as  I  wish  to  do  upon  all  the  attributes  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  separately,  I  have  had  so  much  to  do  in  following  my 
opponent,  to  answer  objections  over  and  over  again,  that  time 
for  the  department  to  which  I  particularly  wished  to  turn 
attention  mis  evening,  is  taken  away.  I  shall  therefore  at 
once  call  your  attention  to  the  Holy  Trinity. 

You  will  remember  that  when  Mr.  Barker  first  introduced 
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this  subject,  lie  brought  before  you  a  great  list  of  names,  wHom 
he  represented  both  as  holding  a  variety  of  sentiments,  and  as 
contradicting  each  other  with  regard  to  their  views  on  the 
lloly  Trinity.  Now,  if  contradictory  opinions  could  disprove 
a  truth  eitlier  in  philosophy  or  religion,  then  we  might  soon 
disprove  every  fact  in  philosophy,  as  well  as  every  doctrine  in 
religion. 

I  will  just  give  you  an  example  or  two.  There  ia  Mr.  Bar- 
ker's great  favourite  in  theology,  Priestley,  who  denies  that 
men  have  any  souls.  Well !  he  is  one  authority  ;  and  I  give 
him  credit  for  plain  speaking.  Then  we  have  David  Hume  as 
anotlier  authority,  and  he  denies  that  man  has  any  body, — 
(Loud  laughter<)  Now  put  these  two  together,  and  you  prov^ 
there  is  not  such  a  thing  in  existence  as  a  human  being.  Now, 
IVJj.  Barker^s  reasoning  is  just  of  this  character  to  disprove  the 
trinity.  He  brings  one  to  prove  a  sentiment  and  the  other  to 
disprove  it ;  and  because  one  contradicts  the  other,  the  doe- 
trine  of  the  trinity  is  not  a  true  one.     (Hissing.) 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — Order,  order. 
.  Mr.  Cooke  : — I  proceed.  The  names  which  Mr.  Barker  has 
quoted  to  disprove  the  trinity,  rather  seem  to  confirm  the  doc- 
trine than  to  overturn  ifc :  for  the  variety  of  sentiment  which 
he  states,  is  only  as  to  the  mode  of  representing  the  trinity, 
and  not  against  the  doctrine  itself  as  being  a  true  doctriise. 
The  evidence  adduced,  then,  so  far  from  undermining,  tends 
rather,  so  far  as  human  authority  can  go,  to  establish  the  doc- 
trine. 

Now,  in  adverting  to  the  holy  trinity,  I  shall  not  attempt 
to  explain  the  doctrine  aa  to  the  mode  of  the  divine  existence. 
It  is  sufficient  for  me  if  I  defend  the  doctrine  as  being  revealed 
to  us  in  the  Holy  Scriptures.  But,  just  as  an  introduction,  I 
will  quote  a  sentiment  from  Mr.  Barker,  which,  on  a  very 
interesting  and  solemn  occasion,  he  expressed  in  writing.  And 
having  expressed  it  thus  solemnly,  it  may  be  regarded  as  hav- 
ing some  weight — at  least  as  much  weight  as  any  of  the  autho- 
rities to  which  he  has  before  referred.  He  says, — "  ON  THK 
TRINITY,  I  WOULD  SAY,  THAT  THE  ^RIPTURES 
UNIFORMLY  SPEAK  OF  THE  FATHER  AS  GOD,  OF 
THE  SON  AS  GOD,  AND  OF  THE  HOLY  GHOST  AS 
GOD  ;  AND  THEY  UNIFORMLY  SPEAK  OF  THE  FA- 
THER, SON,  AND  HOLY  GHOST,  AS  WE  SPEAK  OP 
THREE  PERSONS.  But  what  mode  of  existence  in  the 
Plvinity  it  is  that  gives  rise  to  this  nytnner  of  speaking,  I  know 
not — it  is  a  mystery.'*  So  that  Mr.  Barker  dia,  at  that  priod, 
regard  the  Scriptures  not  only  as  speaking,  but  us  uniformly 
speaking,  of  the  three  persons  in  the  Godhead  as  we  speak  of 
three  persons."  This  is  strictly  true,  as  we  shall  soon  abua- 
dantly  show. 
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I  have  ali*eadv  proved,  from  the  Holy  Scriptures,  tlie  propef 
Divinity  or  Godhead  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  Person- ; 
ality  and  Godhead  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  I  trust  those  proofs' 
have  been  so  clear  and  conclusive  as  to  place  the  important 
doctrines  in  question  upon  a  solid  foundation,  and  to  command 
your  rational  assent.  I  have  now  only  to  build  upon  a  foun- 
dation already  laid,  and  to  carry  out  the  argument  on  princi- 
ples already  esta|)lished  :  for  as  the  Divinity  of  the  Father  is 
admitted  by  all ;  and  as  the  Godhead  of  Christ,  and  the  Per- 
sonality and  Godhead  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  are  proved,  it  will 
necessarily  follow  that  there  is  a  trinity  of  persons  in  the  God- 
head ;  or  that  the  Deity  is  revealed  to  us  in  a  three-fold  dis- 
tinction of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost.  I  shall  now  adduce 
scriptural  proofs  from  both  the  Old  and  New  Testament  to 
establish  the  Trinity  in  Unity. 

I  remark,  then,  first,  that  the  proper  nouns  and  pronouns 
applied  to  God,  imply  a  Trinity  in  Unity. 

Secondly,  tliat  the  attributes  and  perfections -ascribed  to 
God,  are  such  as  are  possessed  and  exercised  by  a  Trinity  in 
Unity. 

Thirdly,  that  the  works  of  G^d  are  the  operations '  of  a 
Trinity  in  Unity. 

Fourthly,  that  the  worship  of  God,  both  bv  angels  in  heaven 
and  men  on  earth,  is  worship  ascribed  to  a  trinity  in  Unity. 

I  remark,  then,  first,  that  we  shall  show  that  the  proper 
nouns  and  pronouns  applied  to  God,  are  such  as  indicate  a 
Trinity  in  Unity.  The  two  principal  names  applied  to  the 
Deity,  in  the  Old  Testament,  are  the  following — God,  and 
Lord  ;  and  .those  in  the  Hebrew  are  Aleim,  and  Jehomk, — 
The  word  GOD  is  plural  in  Hebrew,  but  the  word  Jehovah^  is 
singular.  Now,  why  is  the  one  plural?  Simply  to  imply  a 
plurality  of  persons.  Why  is  the  other  singular?  Simply  to 
express  the  Unity  of  the  Divine  Essence,  and  to  guard  against 
polytheism. 

Very  often  these  two  names  occur  together ;  and  in  such 
passages,  the  Trinity  of  persons  and  the  Unity  of  the  Divind 
essence,  are  clearly  placed  before  us  in  one  view.  Now,  just 
take  an  example.  Deut.  vi.,  3 — 5.  "Hear,  therefore,  0 
Israel,  and  observe  to  do  it ;  that  it  may  be  well  witli  thee, 
and  that  ve  may  increase  mightily,  as  the  Lord  God  (Jehovah 
AkimJ  of  thy  Fathers  hath  promised  thee,  in  the  land  that 
floweth  with  milk  and  honey.  Hear,  0  Israel ;  the  Lord  our 
God  (Jehovah  our  Aleim)  is  one  Lord  (Jehovah)  :  and  thou 
fihait  love  the  Lord  thy  God  (Jehyoah  thy  Aleim)  with  all  thine 
heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy  might."  Now, 
in  all  these  cases,  the  word  God  is  in  the  plural  number.  We 
only  refer  to  this  chapter  as  an  example.  There  is  scarcely  i 
page  in  the  Bible  where  the  same  name,  in  tlie  plural  number, 
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does  not  occur.  In  fact,  in  almost  erery  instance  where  the 
word  God  occurs  in  our  translation,  that  name  is  Aleim  in  the 
Hebrew ;  indicating  the  plurality  of  persons :  and  yet  this 
plural  noun  is  construed,  commonly,  with  a  verb  in  the  sin- 
gular, and  represented  by  pronouns  in  the  singular,  to  indicate 
the  -Unity  of  the  divine  essence. 

Mr.  Barker  asks  me  why  do  we  not  conform  to  the  Hebrew, 
and  say  Grods,  not  Grod  «  My  answer  is,  for  this  obvious 
reason,— THE  NOUN  IS  CONSTRUED  WITH  VERBS 
AND  PRONOUNS  IN  THE  SINGULAR.  When  those 
verbs  or  pronouns  are  plural^  they  are  given  in  the  plural  in 
our  translation ! 

The  word  Jehomh  is  always  singular.  Its  meaning  implies 
the  essence  of  God.  It  denotes  existence  in  the  radical  mean- 
ing of  the  teiTu.  It  means  the  Self-Existent  and  Eternal  One. 
It  is  applied  to  each  person — the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the 
Holy  Spirit ;  and  its  singular  form  indicates  the  perfect  and 
eternal  Unity  of  the  divine  essence.  And  to  impress  the  Unity 
of  God's  essence  upon  our  minds  as  a  fundamental  doctrine  of 
revealed  religion,  it  is  proclaimed,  "  Hear,  O  Israel,  the  Jeho- 
vah thy  God — Jehovah  thy  Aleim, — is  one  Jehovah."  The 
same  important  truths  run  through  the  whole  Scriptures. 

While  the  name  God,  though  plural,  is  commonly  construed 
with  pronouns  and  verbs  in  the  singular,  on  a  few  important 
occasions  it  is  construed  into  the  plural,  to  denote  the  trinity. 
Let  us  take  a  few  passages.  Gen.  i.,  26, — **  And  God  said,  let 
US  make  man  in  OUR  image,  and  after  OUR  likeness."  Not 
my  image,  and  my  likeness,  in  the  singular,  but  our  image,  and 
oiir  likeness,  in  the  plural.  Take  another  passage.  Gen.  iii., 
22, — "  And  Jehovah  God  said,  the  man  is  become  as  one  of 
US."  Take  another  passage,  applicable  to  both  names  of  Grod. 
Gen.  xi.,  6,  7, — "And  the  Lord  said.  Let  US  go  down  and 
there  confound  (Heb.,  let  us  confound)  their  language."  Ob- 
serve the  phrase,  let  us  go  down.  We  need  not  multiply  pas- 
sages. Th€fee  are  sufficient.  They  clearly  indicate  a  plurality 
of  persons,  and  no  sophistry,  however  ingenious,  can  explain 
away  their  meaning. 

We  hav#  said  that  the  word  Jehovah  has  always  a  singu- 
lar form.  It  is  so,  as  expressive  of  the  Unity  of  the  Divine 
essence  ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  tiiat  name  is  often  applied  to 
more  than  one  person.  I  shall  refer  you  to  a  very  important 
passage  in  the  6th  chapter  of  Isaiah,  where  the  name  Jehovah 
of  Hosts  is  evidently  applied  to  Three  persons.  To  give  full 
eflFect  to  this  passage,  I  must  read  as  far  as  the  11th  verse  of 
the  6th  chapter  of  the  prophecies  of  Isaiah  : — "  In  ike  year 
that  king  IJzziah  died,  I  saw  also  the  Lord  sitting  uppn  a 
tlirone,  high  and  lifted  up,  and  his  train  filled  tjie  temple. 
Above  it  stood  the  seraphims :  each  one  had  six  win^s  ;  witU 
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twain  hd  covered  his  face,  and  with  twain  he  covered  his  feet, 
and  with  twain  he  did  fly.  And  one  cried  unto  another,  and 
said,  Holy,  holy,  holy,  is  Jehovah  of  Hosts :  the  whole  earth 
is  full  of  his  glory.  And  the  posts  of  the  door  moved  at  the 
voice  of  him  that  cried,  and  the  house  was  filled  with  smoke. 
Then  said  I,  Woe  is  me !  for  T  am  undone  ;  because  I  Am  a 
man  of  unclean  lips,  and  I  dwell  in  the  midst  of  a  people  of 
unclean  lips  :  for  mine  eyes  have  seen  the  King,  JEHOVAH 
OF  HOSTS.  Then  flew  one  of  the  seraphims  unto  me,  having 
a  live  coal  in  his  hand,  which  he  had  taken  with  the  tongs 
from  oflF  the  altar :  and  he  laid  it  upon  my  mouth,  and  said, 
Lo,  this  hath  touched  thy  lips ;  and  thine  iniquity  is  taken 
away,  and  thy  sin  purged.  Also  I  heard  the  voice  of  the  Lord, 
saying.  Whom  shall  I  send,  and  who  will  go  for  US  ?  Then 
said  I,  hei'e  am  I :  send  me.     And  he  said.  Go,  and  tell  this 

Seople,  Heajf  ye  indeed,  but  understand  not ;  and  see  ye  in- 
eed,  but  perceive  not.  Make  the  heart  of  this  people  fat,  and 
make  their  ears  heavy,  and  shut  their  eyes  ;  lest  they  see 
with  their  eyes,  and  hear  with  their  ears,  and  understand 
with  their  heart,  and  convert,  and  be  healed.*'  It  is  highly 
important  to  observe  that  although  the  name  Jehovah  is  in 
the  singular  form,  it  is  represented  by  a  pronoun  in  the  plural^ 
^  in  the  8th  verse,  "  who  will  go  for  ITS  ?"  Now,  wKo  are 
the  US  meant  in  this  passage  ?  Unquestionably,  the  Father^ 
the  Wordy  and  the  Holy  Ghost.  That  there  was  here  a  repre- 
sentation of  the  Father,  needs  no  proof,  as  it  is  no  matter  of 
dispute ;  all  Unitarians  acknowledging  that  "  Jehovah  ot 
Hosts  "  is  his  appropriate  designation.  That  there  was  here 
also  the  presence  of  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost  I  have  to 
prove  ;  and  I  will  make  it  evident  to  you  from  divine  autho- 
rity. 

That  tliere  was  here  the  presence  of  the  Son  we  learn  from 
the  apostle  John,  who,  speaking  of  Christ  in  chapter  xii., 
41st  verse,  says,  "These  things  said  Esaias,  when  he  saw 
HIS  GLORY,  and  spake  of  him."  He  saw  Christ's  glory, 
and  spake  of  him.  So  there  was  here  the  presence  of  the 
Son.  That  there  was  here  the  presence  also  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
is  manifest  from  Acts  xxviii.,  25,  27,  where  the  prophecy 
uttered  in  this  vision  is  said  to  be  spoken  by  the  Holy  Ghost. 
Now,'  attend  unto  the  words  of  Paut— "  Well  spake," — who  ? 
*'  Well  spake  the  HOLY  GHOST  by  Esaias  the  propliet  unto 
our  fathers,  saying.  Go  unto  this  people,  and  say,  Hearing 
ye  shall  hear,  and  shall  not  understand  ;  and  seeing  ye  shall 
see,  and  shall  not  perceive."  Thus,  then,  the  Triune  God-^ 
the  Falber,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  constitute  the  Jehovah  of 
hosts  exhibited  in  this  sublime  vision  of  the  prophet.  Now, 
you  will  observe  that  this  is  not  mere  conjecture.  The  inter- 
pretation is  that  of  inspiration  itself.    Tlie  Scriptures  of  eter- 
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rial  truth  ;  th©  infalli'ble  testimony  of  God's  word,  establfeK 
^e  fact.  It  is  on  this  authority,  then,  that  we  say  the  three 
c^tine  persons  of  the  Godhead  are  here  represented. 
' '  Thus  we  see  the  reason  why  the  pmral  pronoun  is  used, 
**  who  will  go  for  US  V*  It  is  in  harmony  with  this  doctrine, 
knd  ilfFords  an  additional  illustration  of  its  force  and  propriety, 
that  the  seraphims,  while  veiling  their  faces  with  their  wings, 
repfeat  the  word  "Holy"  thrice  in  their  lofty  adorations- 
Holy,  holy,  holy  is  the  Jehovah  of  Hosts.  The  exclamation 
Holy  is  thrice  repeated — in  harmony  with  the  doctrine  of  the 
Divine  Three,  in  whose  presence  they  stand,  whose  glory  they 
dwell  in,  and  whose  lofty  praises  they  celebrate;  I  shall  have 
occasion  to  advert  to  this  passage  again,  and  may  therefore 
leave  it  for  the  present. 

Sacondly  ;  /  remark  that  the  attributes  and  perfections  of  God 
are  those  of  a  Triniti/  in  Unity, 

1.  THE  TRINITY  IN  UNITY  IS  ETERNAL.  Of  the 
Father  it  is  said,  "  From  everlasting  to  everlasting  thou  art 
God."  Of  the  Divine  Word  it  is  said,  "  He  is  the  Alpha  and 
the  Omega,  the  beginning  and  the  end,  the  first  and  the  last ;" 
that  "  he  was  in  the  beginning  with  God  ;"  and  that  "  his 
goings  forth  have  been  from  the  days  of  eternity."  And  of 
the  Holy  Ghost  it  is  said  that  "  Christ  through  the  Eternal 
Spirit  offered  himself  without  spot  a  sacrifice  to  God." — ^Psalm 
xc,  2  ;  Rev.  i.  3.    Heb.  ix.,  14,  <fec. 

2.  The  power  of  God  is  the  power  of  the  TRINITY  IN 
UNITY.  Speaking  of  the  Father,  the  apostle  says  that  he 
Was  "  appointed  a  minister  of  the  Gospel  by  the  grace  of  God 
given  unto  him  by  the  effectual  working  of  God's  power,** 
speaking  of  the  Son,^  he  saith,  "  Most  gladly  will  I  glory  in 
mine  infirmities,  thAt'the  power  of  Christ  may  rest  upon  me.'* 
And,  speaking  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  he  said  that  "  signs  and 
wonders  are  wrought  by  the  power  of  the  Spirit  of  God** 
Eph.  iii.,  7.     2  Cor.  xii.,  9.     Rom.  xv.,  19. 

3.  The  Omnipresence  of  God  is  the  omnipresence  of  the  TRI- 
NITY IN  UNITY.  "  Do  not  I  fill  heaven  and  earth,  saith 
Jehovah."  Of  Christ  it  is  said,  that  "  he  filleth  all  in  all." 
To  Moses,  God  said,  "In  all  places  where  I  record  my  name, 
I  will  come  unto  thee,  and  I  will  bless  thee."  Christ  said, 
Asserting  the  same  attribute,  "For  where  two  or  three  are 
gathered  together  in  my  name,  there  am  I  in  the  midst  of 
them."  Of  the  Holy  Ghost  the  Psalmist  said,  "Whither 
sliall  I  go  from  thy  Spirit  ?  or  whither  shall  I  flee  from  thjr 
presence  ?"  And  again,  the  Holy  Spirit,  to  denote  his  omni- 
presence, is  said  to  dwell  in  the  hearts  of  God's  people.  And 
thus,  then,  the  omnipresence  of  the  Deity  is  the  omnipresence 
of  the  Trinity  in  Unity.  Jer.  xxiii.,  24.  Eph.  i.,  23.  Exod, 
ibc.,  24.    Matt,  xviii.,  20.    Psalm  cxxxix.,  7. 
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4.  Tbs  holiness  of  God  is  the  Miness  of  the  TRINITY  IN 
UNITY.  "  Who  would  not  fear  thee,  0  Jehovah,,  and  glorify 
thy  name,  for  thou  only  art  holy  ?"  Of  Christ  it  is  said,  that 
he  is  "  the  Holy  one."  "  But  ye  denied  the  holy  one,  and 
desired  a  murderer  to  be  released  unto  you."  The  Spirit  is 
emphatically  called  ^Uhe  Hd^  Ghost  J'  "Ye  have  an  unctioa 
from  the  Hol^  One,^'*  And  of  the  whole  Trinity  the  cheruljiin 
and  seraphim  exclaim,  "Holy,  holy,  holy,  is  Jehovah  of 
Hosts."    Acts  iii.,  14.     1  John  ii.,  20.     . 

5.  Truths  as  an  attribute  or  perfection  of  God,  is  the  attribute 
of  the  TRINITY  IN  UNITY.  Of  ths  Father  it  is  said,  by 
Christ,  "  He  that  sent  me  is  Truer  Of  the  Divine  Word  it 
is  declared,  "  These  things  saith  he  that  is  Holy,  hfi  that  is 
Trucy  he  that  hath  the  key  of  David."  Of  ths  Holy  Ghost 
it  is  said,  "  It  is  the  Spirit  that  beareth  witness,  because  the 
Spirit  is  Truthr  Thus,  then,  the  Truth  of  God  is  the  truth 
of  the  Trinity  in  Unity.     Rev.  iii.,  7.     1  John  v.,  6. 

6.  The  Omniscience  of  God  is  the  omniscience  of  the  TRINI- 
TY IN  UNITY.  Of  the  Father  it  is  said  that  "  he  searcheth 
the  heart."  Christ  also  declares,  "All  the  churches  shall 
know  that  I  am  he  which  searcheth  the  i-eins  and  the  hearts." 
Of  the  Holy  Ghost  it  is  said,  that  "  the  Spirit  searcheth  all 
things,  yea,  the  deep  things  of  God.  For  what  man  knoweth 
the  things  of  a  man,  save  the  spirit  of  man,  which  is  in  him  ? 
even  so  the  things  of  God  knoweth  no  man,  but  the  Spirit  of 
God."  Rev.  ii.,  23.  1  Cor.  ii.,  10, 11.  Here  is  an  appeal  to 
our  own  consciousness.  As  a  man  knows  his  own  thoughts^ 
affections,  and  emotions,  and  as  no  one  else  can  know  them 
but  himself;  so  the  Holy  Ghost,  penetrating  the  profound 
depths  of  the  Godhead,  comprehends  all  the  counsels,  underr 
stands  all  the  purposes,  and  is  conversant  with  all  the  emo- 
tions that  stir  in  the  mind  of  the  Deity  throughout  the  ages  of 
eternity. 

7.  the  bene&olence  of  Gh>d  is  the  benevolence  of  the  TRINITY 
IN  UNITY.  "  The  Lord  is  good,"  says  the  Psalmist.  "  He 
is  a  stronghold  in  the  day  of  trouble."  And  it  is  said,  "  Go4 
so  Joved  the  world,"  <fec.  Of  the  Son,  also,  it  is  said,  that 
"  Christ  loved  the  church,  and  gave  himself  for  it ;  that  he 
might  sanctifj^  and  cleanse  it  with  the  washing  of  water  by 
tlie  word,"  and  so  on.  And  of  the  Holy  Ghost  it  is  said,  by 
the  Psalmist,  Thy  spirit  is  Good  (benevolent)  ;  lead  me  in  the 
land  of  uprightness.  And  Nehemiah,  enumerating  God's  great 
benefits  to  the  ancient  Israelites,  says,  "Thou  gavesi  them 
thy  Good  Spirit,  or  thy  benevolent  Spirit."  Now,  here  yo^ 
have  it  proved  that  the  goodness  of  God  is  the  goodness  of  th^ 
Trinity  in  Unity.    Psahn  cxliii.,  10.    Neh.  ix.,  20.  I 

Thus,  then,  the  attributes  of  eternity,  of  omnipotence,,  of 
pmniscience,  of  omnipresence,  with  the  moral  perfections  s^ 


490 

truth,  of  love,  of  holiness,  in  their  infinity  of  extent,  are  the  attri- 
butes of  a  Trinity  in  Unity.  AH  the  perfections  which  belong  to 
the  Father,  belong  also  to  the  Son,  and  to  the  Holy  Spirit ;  wmch 
proves  as  clearly  as  language  and  facts  can  prove,  thac  in  the 
Godhead  tliere  are  three  persons :  and  that  in  essence  and  per- 
fections these  three  are  one. 

Thirdly,  I  remark,  that  the  works  of  God  are  also  the  opera- 
tions of  the  Trinity  in  Unity. 

1.  Creation,  The  creation  of  the  world  is  ascribed  to  the 
DIVINE  THREE.  Of  God,  it  is  said,  "that  the  heavens  and 
the  earth  are  the  work  of  his  hand."  Of  Christ,  it  is  said,  that 
*'  by  him  all  things  were  made,  visible  or  invisible."  And  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  it  is  said,  the  Spirit  of  God  moved  upon  the 
face  of  the  waters,"  arranging,  distributing  the  conflicting 
elements,  impregnating  them  with  their  first  principles,  and 
disposing  them  into  that  order  and  harmony  which  resulted  in 
the  beauty  and  glory  of  the  universe.  And  again,  it  is  said  by 
Job,  "by  his  spirit  he  hath  garnished  the  heavens."  John  i, 
3.  Gen.  i,  2.  Job  xxvi,  13.  Thus  creation  is  ascribed  to 
each ;  and  yet  these  three  are  one ;  for  in  the  first  verse  of  the 
Bible  it  is  said,  "  In  the  beginning  God  created  the  heavens  and 
the  eai'th.'  And  the  noun,  though  plural,  is  construed  with 
a  singular  verb  and  pronoun. 

2.  The  creation  of  man^  the  most  noble  and  important  work 
of  God  on  earth,  is  ascribed  to  the  DIVINE  THREE.  Of  the 
Father,  it  is  said,  that,  "Jehovah  God  formed  man  out  of  the 
dust  of  the  ground,  and  breathed  into  his  nostrils  the  breath  of 
life."  Of  Christ,  it  is  said,  that  "by  him  all  things  were 
made,  whether  visible  or  invisible  ;  *'  which  of  course  compre- 
hends man.  And  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  it  is  said,  by  Job,  "  The 
Spirit  of  God  hath  ma'de  me,  and  the  breath  of  the  Almighty 
hath  given  me  life."     Gen.  i.   Job  xxxiii,  4. 

Viewing  man  thus  as  the  work  of  Ihe  Trinity,  of  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  we  clearly  see  the  reason  and  force  of 
the  language.  "  And  God  said,  let  US  make  man  in  OUR  im- 
age, and  in  OUR  likeness,"  <fec.  Gen.  i,  26.  And  in  this 
view  we  see  why  man  is  called  upon  to  remember  his  Grea^firs* 
Eccles.  xii,  1 , — "  Remember  now  thy  BareieOy  thy  Creators, 
in  the  days  of  thy  youth."  In  the  language  of^ Scripture  there 
is  always  a  propriety  and  force  which  is  seen  by  diligent  and 
careful  examination.  See  the  force,  the  beauty,  and  the  pro- 
priety of  Scripture  language  in  these  instances* 

3.  The  preservation  of  all  things  is  the  work  of  the  TRIUNE 
GOD.  Providence  is  every  where  ascribed  to  the  Father.  So 
it  is  to  the  Son  ;  for  "  he  upholdeth  all  things  by  the  word  of 
his  own  power,"  and  "by  him  all  things  consist."  So  the 
same  work  is  ascribed  to  the  Holy  Spirit ;  for,  says  the  Psal- 
mist, "  Thou  sendest  forth  thy  Spirit,  and  they  are  created 
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and  thou  renewest  the  face  of  the  eatth,"    Heb.  i,  2.    Col.  i,  16. 
Ps.  civ,  30. 

4.  The  TRINITY  IN  UNITY  raised  the  body  of  Christ 
from  the  dead.  Of  the  Father,  it  is  said,  "  God  hath  both 
raised  up  the  Lord,  and  will  raise  up  us  by  his  own  power." 
The  same  is  asserted  by  Christ.  "  Destroy  this  temple,  and  in 
three  days  I  will  raise  it  up."  "  I  have  power  to  lay  down  my 
life,  and  I  have  power  to  take  it  up  again."  And  the  same 
great  work  is  ascribed  to  the  Spirit.  "  Christ  was  put  to  death 
in  the  flesh,  but  quickened  by  The  Spirit,*^ 

5.  The  raising  of  all  mankind  is  the  work  of  the  TRINITY 
IN  UNITY.  Of  the  Father  it^  is  said,  "  that  he  raiseth  up  the 
dead,  and  quickeneth  whom  he  will ; "  and  "  all  that  are  in 
their  graves  shall  hear  his  voice  and  come  forth."  The  same 
work  is  ascribed  to  the  Holy  Ghost.  "  I'or  it  is  the  Spirit  that 
&uickeneth"  "  For  if  the  Spirit  of  him  that  raised  up  Christ 
irom  the  dead  dwell  in  you.  He  that  raised  up  Christ  from 
the  dead  shall  also  quicken  your  mortal  bodies  by  his  Spirit 
that  dwelletli  in  you."     John  v,  21,  28.     Rom.  viii,  11. 

6.  The  inspiration  of  prophets  and  apostles  is  ascribed  to  the 
TRINITY  IN  UNITY.  "All  Scripture  is  given  by  inspira- 
tion of  God."  To  Christ  the  same  act  is  ascribed.  For  "  the 
prophets  searched  what  or  what  manner  of  tune  the  Spirit  of 
Christ  which  was  in  them  did  signify,  when  it  testified  before- 
hand the  sufferings  of  Christ,  and  the  glory  that  should  follow." 
The  same  inspiration  is  directly  ascribed  to  the  Holy  Ghost. 
"  For  the  prophecy  came  not  in  old  time  by  the  will  of  man  ; 
but  holy  men  of  God  spake  as  thev  were  moved  by  the  Holy 
Ghost:*     2  Tim.  iii,  16.    1  Pet.  i,  io,  11.    2  Pet.  i,  21. 

7*  In  like  manrier  to  give  commission  and  authority  to  Ministers 
of  the  Gospel  is  ascribed  to  the  TRINITY  IN  UNITY.  In 
reference  to  the  Father,  says  Paul,  •*  Our  sufficiency  is  of  God ; 
who  hath  made  us  abliB  ministers  of  the  New  Testament."  The 
same  act  is  ascribed  to  the  Son;  for,  says  Paul,  of  Jesus 
Christ,  "  he  counted  me  faithful,  putting  me  into  the  ministry." 
To  the  Spirit,  the  same  commission  and  authority  are  ascribed. 
"Take  heed,  therefore,  to  the  flock  of  God  over  which  the* 
Holy  Ghost  hath  made  you  overseers."  2  Cor.  iii,  6  ;  1  Tim. 
i.  12  ;  Acts  XX,  27. 

8.  To  dwell  in  the  hearts  of  God^s  people  is  ascribed  to  the 
TRINITY.  "  I  will  walk  iti  you,  and  dwell  in  you,  and  b^a 
Father  unto  you,  saith  the  Lord  God."  The  same  is  affirmed 
of  the  Son.  "  For  know  ye  not  that  Christ  is  in  you,  except 
jre  be  reprobates? "  And  "  Christ  in  you  the  hope  of  glory," 
18  the  common  privilege  of  God's  people.  The  same  is  affirmed 
of  the  Spirit,  **For  know,  ye  not  that  your  bodies  are  the 
temple  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  is  in  ycm  ? "  Thus  the  Tri- 
une God  dwells  in  the  heirs  of  Glory  ;  sealing  their  adoption. 
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witnessing  their  acceptance,  and  preparing  thein  for  keaven. 
2  Cor.  ri,  16.  xiii,  6.  Col.  i,  27.  1  Cor.  vi,  19. 

9.  HofyfeUmoship^orcommunionyUaprioUeffeeoi^^ 
all  Christians,  and  it  is  a  privilege  granted  by  the  tehole  TRI- 
NITY. "For  truly  our  fellowship  is  with  the  Father^  and," 
it  is  immediately  added,  *'  with  his  Son,  Jesus  Christ."  And 
the  apostle  prays,  "The  communion  of  the  Hofy  Ghost  he  with 
you  aJl,  Amen. '     1  John  i,  3.   2  Cor.  13,  14.  

10  The  work  of  sanctification  is  ascribed  to  the  TRINITY  IN 
UNITY.  ^' Jude,  the  servant  of  Jesus  Christ,  to  them  that 
are  sanctified  hy  God  the  Father."  Of  Christ,  it  is  said,  *'  He 
that  sanctifieth  and  they  that  are  sanctified,  are  all  of  one  ;  for 
which  cause  he  is  not  ashamed  to  caU  them  brethren."  Again, 
^*  Ye  are  washed  and  sanctfied  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus, 
and  by  the  Spirit  of  our  Grod.*'  Jude  1.  Heb.  ii,  11.  Cor. 
vi,  11. 

Such  are  the  united  acts  of  the  Grodhead — ^the  Father,  Son^ 
and  Holy  Ghost ; — To  create  the  universe  ;  to  form  mankind  ; 
to  presei've  all  things  ;  to  raise  the  dead  body  of  Christ,  and 
all  mankind  at  the  last  day — ^a  work  equal  to  creation  itself ; 
to  inspire  prophets  to  foretel  things  to  come;  to  commission 
and  authorise  apostles  and  ministers ;  to  dwell  in  the  hearts  of 
God's  people ;  to  hold  fellowship  with  the  saints ;  and  to  sanc- 
tify us  throughout  body,  soul,  and  spirit ; — such,  and  a  hundred 
other  acts,  had  we  time  to  go  through  them, — ^ail  actions  pecu-* 
liar  to  God — actions  which  none  but  God  could  perform,  are 
ascribed  to  each  person  in  the  ever-BLESSED  AND  GLO- 
RIOUS TRINITY— FATHER,  SON,  AND  HOLY  GHOST. 

In  the  fourth  place,  the  Divine  Worship  ascribed  to  Grod  is 
ascribed  to  THE  TRINITY  IN  UNITY.  I  have  adduced 
passages  before  to  prove  that  worship  is  ascribed  to  Christ  and 
the  Holy  Spirit.  I  shall  now  adduce  some  in  which  the  most 
solemn  form  of  worship  is  ascribed  conjoint^  to  the  Divine 
Three.  This  worship  is  rendered  by  the  Hosts  of  Heaven. 
We  refer,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  6th  of  Isaiah.  We  have 
before  shown  that  the  word  Jehovah,  which  occurs  several 
times  in  that  chapter,  though  singular  in  form,  I'efers  to  a 
plurality  of  persons.  By  comparing  Scripture  with  Scripture, 
we  have  shown  that  there  is  a  clear  and  distinct  reference  to 
the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  and  that  on  this  account 
W3  see  the  propriety  of  the  plural  pronoun  US  being  employed 
— "Who  will  go  for  US?"  verse  8.  The  presence  of  the 
TRINITY  being  thus  established,  it  will  follow  that  the  sub- 
lime adoration  presented  by  the  seraphim,  must  be  ascribed  to 
EACH  with  equal  reverence  and  awe  :  and  hence  the  three- 
fold repetition  in  the  language  they  employ,  "  Holy,  Holy, 
Holy,  is  the  Jehovah  of  Hosts  ;" — that  is,  Holy  is  the  Father, 
Holy  is  the  Sou,  and  Holy  is  the  Divine  Spirit ;  equally  Holy/ 
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eternally  blessed,  aad   alike  to  be  ador^d^  and  praised  fu^y 
exalted  by  all  the  creatures  He  has  made.  •     >  J 

It  is  remarkable,  that  in  a  similar  vision  which  St.  John  had 
of  the  heavenly  world,  he  had  a  similar  display  of  the  Divine  ., 
Glory  ;  he  beheld  the  same  description  of  exalted  spirits  before 
the  eternal  throne,  and  heard  exact]  v  the  same  language  of 
three-fold  adoration  employed,  "  Holy,  holy,  holy,  LK)rd  God 
Almighty." — Rev.  iv.,  8.  The  Father,  Son,  and  lloly  Ghost 
had  been  previously  mentioned  in  this  very  passage ;  and 
therefore  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  this  triple  ascription 
of  praise  was  rendered  to  the  Triune  God.  There  is  no  possi- 
bility of  avoiding  this  argument,  but'  by  proving  that  there 
was  not  the  presence  of  the  Son  and  the  Spirit,  as  well  as  the 
Father.    Such  is  the  worship  of  heaven. 

Worship  is  likewise  equally  rendered  by  the  church  to  the 
TRIUNE  GOD.  We  have  an  indication  of  this  under  tlie 
Old  Testament  dispensation.  Although  the  Jewish  economy  is 
a  dark  and  obscure  one  compared  with  the  brightness  of  the 
Christian  dispensation  ;  and  although  we  are  not  to  expect  the 
same  clear  and  complete  discoveries  of  God  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment as  in  the  New  ;  yet  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  was  inti- 
mated, as  we  have  shown,  by  the  plural  name  given  to  God, 
AleitHy  constructed  with  verbs  and  pronouns  in  the  singular : 
and  the  spiritually-minded  Jews  recognized  the  doctrine  thus 
implied.  In  the  three-fold  form  of  the  Benediction  which 
the  High  Priest  was  authorised  to  pronounce,  this  doctrine 
clearly  appears  to  be  recognized.  Numbers  vi.,  24 — 26 — 
"  JEHOVAH  bless  thee,  and  keep  thee ; 
JEHOVAH  make  his  face  to  shine  upon  thee,  and  be 

gracious  unto  thee ; 
JEHOVAH  lift  up  his  countenance  upon  thee,  and  give 
thee  peace." 

Here  the  term  Jehovah  is  thrice  repeated  ;  and  though  we 
have  not  the  names  of  Father,  and  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  men- 
tioned, we  have  a  blessing  recognized  as  proceeding  from  each 
corresponding  beautifully  and  harmoniously  with  the  solemn 
form  of  benediction  employed  by  the  apostle  ;  namely, 

**The  grace  of  our  LordtTesus  Christ,"! ,        .,j^    ^^    |j 

And  the  love  of  God,  >        Am«a  '' 

And  the  communion  of  the  Holy  Spirit  J 

Here,  then,  we  have  a  three-iold  form  of  benediction  ui.. 
the  old  economy,  and  a  three-fold  form  in  the  new  economy. 
In  the  original  form,  we  have  not  the  appellation  Fath^, 
Son,  and  Spirit  mentioned  ;  but  in  the  new  economy,  we, 
have  the  whole  three  mentioned,  and  spiritual  blessings  are 
sought  from  each  by  prayer.  Now,  here  is  the  reason  why 
we  find  that  there  is  no  longer  a  plural  noun  employed,  that 
is,  in  the  New  Testament,  because  the  plural  noun  is  douA : 
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away  in  the  brighter  manifestation  of  FATHER,  SON,  and 
HOLY  SPIRIT. 

And  then,  in  the  form  of  baptism,  also,  we  have  this  recog- 
nition of  the  Triune  €rod.  Hence  the  command,  ^*  Go  ye 
and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name — not 
names,  but  NAME — 

OF  THE  FATHER, 

AND  OF  THE  SON, 

AND  OF  THE  HOLY  GHOST." 

And  what  is  baptism  but  a  solemn  covenant  of  man  with 
God,  the  object  of  his  worship  ?  And  this  corenant,  observe, 
is  to  be  entered  into,  not  with  the  Father  only,  but  also  with 
the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  THREE  IN  ONE. 

Since  then,  the  word  of  God  declares  that  there  is  but  One 
God ;  and  since  the  same  word  as  expressly  teaches  us  that 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  are  invested  with  the  names  and 
attributes  of  Deity,  to  whom,  equally,  all  the  works  of  Grod 
are  ascribed,  to  whom  all  homage  is  ascribed,  WE  HAVE 
A  PERFECT  DEMONSTRATION  THAT  THE  HOLY 
SCRIPTURES  TEACH  THE  IMPORTANT  DOCTRINE 
OF  THE  HOLY  TRINITY— THREE  IN  ONE,  AND  ONE 
IN  THREE. 

Tliis  is  a  doctrine,  too,  which  has  ever  had  connected  with  it 
the  blessing  of  the  Almighty.  And  though  many  aspersions 
have  been  cast  upon  orthodoxy  during  this  discussion,  we  re- 
joice in  the  fact  that  specimens  of  Christianity  the  brightest, 
and  the  fairest,  and  the  loveliest,  and  the  most  useful  that  ever 
adorned  human  nature,  or  ever  shed  forth  their  evidence  of 
the  reality,  the  power,  and  excellency  of  Christianity,  have 
been  connected  with  this  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Trinity.  Had 
time  permitted,  I  might  have  referred  to  Wesley,  who  spent 
his  existence  and  his  property  in  doing  good  to  the  souls  and 
bodies  of  men  ;  to  the  seraphic  Fletcher,  who  spent  his  days  in 
arduous  labour  and  his  nights  in  wrestling  prayer  ;  ^o  Brain- 
ard,  who  carried  salvation  to  the  wandering  Indians  ;  to  the 
martyr  Williams,  to  Moffat,  and  a  host  of  others,  all  of  whose 
labours  were  undertaken  under  the  influence  of  this  doctrine. 
In  short,  look  over  the  pages  of  history,  sacred  and  profane, 
ancient  and  modern,  and  you  will  have  exhibited  a  degree  of 
moral  and  religious  excellency,  never  outstripped — ^never 
equalled  in  connection  with  the  glorious  doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 
(Loud  applause.) 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — Gentlemen, — I  trust  that  you  will  be  per- 
fectly in  order  while  Mr.  Barker  addresses  the  meeting.  This 
discussion  is  drawing  fast  to  a  close :  and  not  only  will  the  two 
disputants,  and  the  subject  about  which  they  are  disputing, 
form  the  subjects  of  gi'ave  consideration,  but  the  friends  of 
each  individual,  who  are  perhaps  considered  the  friends  of  tha 
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principles  of  each,  will  also  be  the  subject  of  erave  consider- 
ation, perhaps  when  you  and  I  are  no  more.  I  say,  therefore, 
that  trie  two  parties,  on  either  side,  ought  to  maintain  a 
character  for  consistency  ;  and  enter  into  some  sort  of  compact 
to  show  the  utmost  charity  and  the  utmost  good  will  towards  all 
men  :  for  I  believe  that  to  be  the  real  test,  after  all,  whatever 
opinions  may  be  in  dispute.  The  real  test  of  the  Christian 
character,  by  which  the  influences  of  its  principles  upon 
Individuals  are  manifested,  is  bound  up  and  associated  with 
the  word  charity.  Now  I  do  trust  you  will  be  quiet  while  our 
friend  Mr.  Barker  is  addressing  us,  after  the  very  quiet  manner 
in  which  Mr.  Cooke  has  been  allowed  to  proceed. 

MR.  BARKER  : — Respected  Chairme»  ;  My  Friends, — 
I  shall  make  no  further  preface  to  the  address  I  am  about  to 
deliver,  than  to  repeat  my  old  request  that  I  may  be  favoured 
with  a  patient  and  calm  hearing.  Hear  me,  and  ponder  the 
statements  and  arguments  which  I  may  lay  before  you,  and 
I  shall  be  perfectly  contented. 

When  my  time  expired  last  night,  I  was  making  some 
allusion  to  the  doctrine  of  Eternal  Torments.  I  have  but 
little  further  to  add  on  that  subject ;  but  I  wish  to  add  what 
I  have  to  say  before  proceeding  further. 

I  have  observed  that  the  doctrine  of  eternal  torments  is  no 
where  taught  in  Scripture,  and  that  the  doctrine  of  future 
punishment  that  is  taught  in  Scripture  is  the  doctrine  of 
deaifir— destruction,  I  had  gone  through  the  Old  Testament, 
and  noticed  the  words  of  Christ  and  Paul,  and  was  proceed- 
ing with  the  writer  of  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  who  states 
that  those  who  do  not  bring  forth  good  fruits  should  be 
burned  J  and  devoured  by  fiery  indignation  ;  and  he  speaks  of 
God  coming  forth  to  punish  as  a  consuming  fire. 

The  doctrine  of  James  is  the  same.  "  Let  him  know  that 
he  which  convert*th  a  sinner  from  the  error  of  his  ways 
shall  save  a  soul  from  death  ;"  not  from  eternal  torments,  but 
from  death, 

"Peter  taught  the  same.  He  says  the  wicked  shall  perish  ; 
shall  be  deitroyed,  shall  utterly  perish.  And  the  simple  mean- 
ing of  the  word  perish,  is  to  go  otU  of  existence. 

The  doctrine  of  John  is  the  same.  He  speaks  of  the  end 
of  the  wicked  as  death,  and  the  end  of  the  righteous  alone  as 
life, 

I  will  further  briefly  observe,  1.  that  the  doctrine  of  eter- 
nal  life  in  torments  is  at  variance  with  the  character  of  God, 
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as  revealed  in  his  own  word.  "  God  is  love  ;'*  and  God  is  the 
Father  of  all  mankind.     Now,  if  we  had  not  been  taughtr 
otherwise  from  infancy,  it  would  seem  utterly  impossible  that 
a  God  of  love  should  consign  his  children  to  eternal  life  in 
torments.     There  is  not  even  a  good  man  in  the  world  that 
would  punish  another  man  with  eternal  torments.     There  is 
not  even  a  had  man  in  the  world  that  would  punish  another 
man  with  eternal  torments.     The  worst  man  in  existence, 
the  most  malignant  man  that  ever  existed  upon  earth,  if  he 
were  appointed  to  torment  his  greatest  enemy,  would  relent 
before  the  year's  end ;  and  much  more  would  he  relent,  if 
appoinfed  to  torment  his  own  children.     He  would  relent 
before   the   week  s  end  ;  much   less   would   he  be  able  to 
continue   the   work   of  torture  throughout  eternity.      And 
shall   we   believe  that  God  is  less  kind  than  man  ?  That 
God  is  less  kind  than  the  worst  of  men  ?     No  !     Let  us 
rather  believe  that  God  is  kinder  than  the  best  of  men  ;  and 
that  the  benevolence  of  the  kindest  heart  is  but  as  a  drop 
from  the  benevolence  of  God,  which  is  the  infinite  and  eter- 
nal ocean. 

2.  The  doctrine  of  eternal  torments  is  not  necessary  to 
make  people  good.  The  best  men  will  be  found  among  those 
who  reject  the  doctrine  of  eternal  torments.  Indeed,  the  best 
men  will  generally  be  found  to  deny  the  doctrine  of  destruc- 
tion, and  to  believe  in  the  final,  universal  restoration  of  man- 
kind. The  great  influence  that  purifies  and  enobles,  that 
improves  and  perfects  man  is,  the  doctrine  of  God's  fatherly 
love.  Love  in  us  is  the  sum  of  religion  ;  and  it  is  the  power- 
ful influence  of  a  knowledge  of  God's  love  to  us,  that 
awakens  love  in  us.  It  is  the  doctrine  of  God's  infinite, 
eternal,  and  unmerited  love  that  awakens  true  piety  in  the 
breast,  and  that  cherishes,  and  strengthens,  and  perfects  it, 
when  once  awakened  there. 

3.  Some  tell  us  that  if  we  do  away  with  the  doctrine  of 
eternal  torments,  we  weaken  the  power  of  the  Gospel.  I 
answer,  the  Gospel  never  had  the  doctrine  of  eternal  torments 
in  it ;  and  we  had  best  leave  it  as  Christ  himself  left  it.  God 
knows  best  what  doctrines  are  best  adapted  to  do  good.  And 
God  knows  best  what  amount  of  terror  is  best  for  man  ;  and 
that  amount  which  God  has  sought  to  inspire  is  the  utmost 
to  which  we  ought  to  go.  The  Gospel  is  right  as  God  has 
given  it,  and  if  we  attempt  to  alter  it,  we  shall  only  mar  it. 
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Excessive  terror  tends  to  destroy  piety,  and  not  promote  it ; 
and  when  it  does  not  destroy,  it  spoils  it,  and  causes  it  to 
degenerate  rather  into  superstition  and  servility,  than  to  bear 
its  proper  character  of  a  child-like  confidence  and  love  to 
God,  and  love  and  beneficence  to  man. 

4.  Again  ;  the  doctrine  of  eternal  torments  does  moffe  harm 
by  causing  unbelief,  than  it  could  ever  do  good  by  awakening 
extreme  terror  in  the  minds  of  men.  Threaten  a  punishment 
to  man  which  he  cannot  believe  to  be  reasonable,  just,  or  true, 
and  you  take  away  fear  altogether.  The  man  becomes  a  sceptic, 
an  unbeliever;  and  the  greater  the  terror,  the  less  is  his  fear 
of  it.  But  threaten  a  punishment  which  he  may  reasonably 
expect  a  good  God  will  inflict,  and  the  man  receives  and  be- 
lieves it ;  and  the  firm  belief  of  less  fearful  threatenings,  and 
the  constant  expectation  of  a  smaller  punishment,  will  exercise 
a  greater  influence  on  his  heart  and  life,  than  the  unscriptuial 
intimation  of  a  greater,  improbable,  or  impossible  punishment. 

5.  Multitudes  are  not  only  led  to  disbelieve  that  future 
punishment  will  consist  of  eternal  torments,  but  to  reject  the 
whole  of  that  religion  of  which  they  are  told  the  doctrine  of 
eternal  torments  forms  a  part.  I  have  met  with  numerous 
instances  of  persons  who  had  become  infidels,  and  in  search- 
ing for  the  cause  of  their  infidelity,  1  have  found  it  to  origi- 
nate in  the  absurd  and  unscriptural  doctrines  of  false  ortho- 
doxy, and  frequently  in  this  irrational  and  awful  doctrine  of 
damnation  to  eternal  life  in  torments. 

6.  This  doctrine,  too,  tends  to  enslave  the  jnind,  and  to 
prevent  its  free  exercise,  and  full  and  harmonious  develop- 
ment. The  man  that  is  under  the  influence  of  a  sincere  be- 
lief of  the  doctrine  of  eternal  life  in  torments — the  man  that 
believes  that  he  and  others  are  exposed  to  eternal  life  in  ex- 
cruciating misery,  scarcely  can  be  free.  The  bare  idea  that 
he  is  liable  to  such  horrors,  paralyses  his  whole  soul,  and  so 
chains  him  down  that  he  scarce  dare  think  at  all.  And  if  he 
use  the  little  freedom  he  has,  it  is  then  next  to  impossible 
that  he  can  heartily,  cor.lially  believe  this  doctrine. 

7.  This  doctrine  is,  at  the  same  time,  one  of  the  grand  instru- 
ments by  which  wicked  and  inteicestedmen  have  in  all  ages  gain- 
ed and  kept  dominion  over  the  souls  of  their  brethren.  It  is 
something  which  makes  the  wicked,  the  interested,  feel  strong 
when  they  can  threaten  people  with  eternal  life  in  torments. 
Their  power  is  weakened  when  they  can  only  threaten  what 
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God  threatens.  If  we  desire,  therefore,  to  pull  down  priestcraft^ 
one  of  the  greatest  evils  in  the  universe,  and  set  free  the 
spirits  of  our  fellow-men,  we  ought  to  begin  by  teaching  the 
doctrine  of  future  punishment  as  God  himself  has  taught  it. 

8.  But  we  are  referred  to  the  passage  where  Jesus  says, 
*'  Their  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not  quenched  ;'*  and 
weare  asked,  Do  not  these  words  prove  the  doctrine  of  eternal 
torments  ?  We  answer,  No  ;  they  prove  the  contrary.  These 
words  are  quoted  from  Isaiah,  the  last  chapter,  and  last 
verse.  After  having  spoken  of  certain  wars,  and  of  a  terrible 
slaughter,  he  proceeds  to  say  that  while  the  dead  carcases 
are  lying  on  the  plain,  they  who  worship  God  "  shall  go 
forth,  and  look  upon  the  carcases  of  the  men  that  have  tranG[- 
gressed  against  me,  (that  is,  Jehovah)  ;  for  their  worm  shall 
not  die,  neither  shall  their  fire  be  quenched  ;  and  they  shall 
be  an  abhorring  unto  all  flesh?''  Now  a  worm  feeding  upon 
a  carcase,  if  it  die  not,  dtoours  the  flesh  ;  and  the  fire,  if  it 
be  not  quenched,  consumes  the  remainders  of  the  bodies, — 
entirely  consumes  them,  and  thus  causes  an  utter  destruction. 
These  forms  of  expression,  therefore,  were  employed  by  Jesus  to 
express,  and  were  most  fit  and  proper  to  express,  in  a  clear  and 
forcible  manner,  not  eternal  life  in  torments,  but  the  certainty 
that  the  punishment  to  be  inflicted  on  the  wicked,  would 
operate  upon  them  as  the  worm  does  upon  a  carcase  devour- 
vouring  all  that  can  be  devoured,  and  as  the  fire  operates 
upon  that  which  is  left,  namely,  consuming  it,  burning  it  up, 
and  would  eifect,  what  Jesus  elsewhere  threatens,  a  complete 
destruction  both  of  body  and  soul  in  hell. 

9.  We  are  aware  that  the  Gospel  tells  us  that  the  wicked 
shall  go  away  into  everlasting  punishment ;  but  this  is  perfectly 
agreeable  to  the  doctrine  we  preach.  We  believe  that  the 
punishment  of  the  wicked  will  be  truly  everlasting,  endless. 
Those  who  believe  in  final  restoration  tell  us  that  the  word 
translated  everlasting  is  frequently  applied  in  Scripture  to 
things  that  are  not  everlasting,  that  cannothe  everlasting,  and 
it  is  certain  that  this  is  the  case  ;  hence  we  read  of  everlast- 
ing hills,  and  the  like.  We,  however,  are  not  driven  to  this 
resource.  We  simply  have  to  say  that  we  believe  literally 
in  everlasting  punishment ;  we  believe  that  the  wicked  will 
be  punished  eternally  ;  but  we  teach  that  their  punishment 
will  be  everlasting  deaih;  we  believe,  as  the  apostle  declares, 
tliat  they  will  be  punished;  not  with  eternal  life  in  torment, 
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but  with  eternal  destruction  ; — a  .  destruction  which  shall 
never  be  reversed, — a  death  which  shall  never  be  succeeded 
by  restoration  to  life. 

10.  Some  people  tell  us  that  eternal  destruction  is  no  pun- 
ishment whatever,  and  that  many  men  will  not  dread  the  loss 
of  existence  at  all.  I  will,  however,  give  you  the  idea  of  John 
Angel  James: — "Annihilation"  says  he,  "is  bad  enough. 
How  terrible  to  anticipate  the  loss  of  thought,  of  being,  of 
consciousness,  for  ever  ! "  And,  without  doubt,  it  is  terrible 
enough.  At  the  same  time  it  is  not  so  terrible  to  many  as  it 
would  be,  if  their  minds  were  not  perverted  or  disabled  by 
the  principles  of  false  orthodoxy.  Life  would  be  more  highly 
valued,  and  destruction  would  be  more  dreaded,  but  for  the 
influence  of  this  horrid  and  unscriptural  doctrine  of  eternal 
torments.  If  man  is  to  value  existence,  he  must  believe  that 
he  has  his  existence  from  God  on  good  or  favourable  terms. 
But  the  man  who  exists  on  the  terms,  tHat  he  is  every  mo- 
ment liable  to  eternal  torments,  cannot  believe  this  ;  hence  he 
cannot  properly  feel  his  existence  to  be  a  great,  inestimable 
blessing.  He  is  in  danger  rather  of  regarding  his  existence  as 
a  curse.  He  is  in  danger  of  wishing  that  God  had  not  made 
bim ;  and  under  the  influence  of  this  false  doctrine,  human 
life  is  sometimes  such  a  burden,  that  men  wish  in  agony  that 
they  had  never  been  born.  But  let  a  man  know,  that  exist- 
ence is  given  to  him  on  the  most  reasonable  and  advantageous 
terms, — let  him  know  that  his  existence  comes  from  a  good 
God,— -that  he  is  placed  on  earth  on  purpose  that  he  may  be 
happy, — that  he  is  formed  with  a  perfect  nature,  free  from  all 
sin, — that  his  nature  is  as  perfect,  as  free  from  stain  or  faulti- 
ness,  as  the  nature  of  Adam  was  when  he  was  created ;  let 
him  understand  that  he  was  formed  for  the  highest  and  most 
Gi)d-like  ends  ;  that  he  was  designed,  and  that  his  nature  is 
calculated,  for  endless  improvement  in  piety,  in  knowledge, 
in  all  spiritual  and  divine  excellence,  and  for  rich,  and  vast, 
and  everlasting  blessedness, — let  him  believe  that  he  is  in 
the  hands  of  a  benevolent  God, — that  the  universe  in  which 
he  lives  is  governed  by  unerring  wisdom,  and  eternal,  boundless 
love, — let  him  believe  that  God  is  the  Father  of  the  whole 
race  of  men, — that  he  wishes  all  to  be  wise,  and  good,  and 
happy, — ^that  he  has  no  pleasure  in  the  death  or  misery  of 
any, — that  even  suffering  itself  is  designed  for  men*8  improve- 
ment and  welfare, — that  God  will  do  his  best  for  all  mankind^ 
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and  that  when  he  has  done  all  he  can,  consistently  with  their 
freedom,  to  secure  their  everlasting  welfare,  and  failed,  he 
will  still  do  the  next  best  thing,  and  take  away  that  being, 
which,  while  given  for  a  blessing,  has  been  turned  into  a  curse : 
• — I  say,  let  a  man  look  on  God  in  this  light,  and  regard  the 
arrangements  of  this  infinite  universe,  as  one  vast  system  of 
means  designed  by  God,  to  secure  his  present  happiness,  and 
his  everlasting  improvement  and  blessedness,  and  he  will  prize 
his  existence  most  highly,  and  destruction  will  be  regarded  ^ 
a  tremendous  curse,  and  will  be  contemplated  with  unutter- 
able horror. 

Many  have  now  learned  to  prize  existence,  since  they  have 
seen  through  the  errors  of  false  orthodoxy,  and  received  the 
doctrine  of  Jesus  in  its  simplicity :  they  now  look  upon  exist- 
ence as  an  infinite  benefit,  for  which  they  can  never  be 
sufficiently  thankful  to  God.  They  prize  it  above  all  thought, 
and  they  would  rather  suffer  the  loss  of  friends,  and  of  tem- 
poral fieedom, — would  rather  suffer  reproach  and  treachery, 
and  all  the  agony  of  cruel  martyrdom,  than  for  a  moment  run 
the  risk  of  being  shut  out  from  the  happiness  of  immortal  life. 

I  shall  say  no  more  on  this  subject. 

I  was  wishful  to  notice  the  question  of  a  hired  ministry, 
but  I  shall  not  enter  into  it  further  than  to  say  that  it  is  an£- 
scriptural  and  unnecessary;  that  a  hired  ministry  is  very 
generally  hurtful — hurtful  to  ministers,  hurtful  to  religion, 
hurtful  to  the  church,  inimical  to  freedom,  tending  to  prevent 
the  development  and  culture  of  men's  minds ;  that  it  tends 
to  perpetuate  error,  superstition,  and  mystery, — to  prevent 
religion  from  being  understood,  and  from  being  seen  in  its 
proper  character  ;  and  thus  gives  strength  to  the  cause  of  infi- 
delity. It  furnishes  one  of  the  worst  examples  to  society ;  it 
hangs  a  millstone  round  the  neck  of  Christianity,  and  would 
sink  it,  but  for  its  immortal  vigour.  A  hired  ministry  is 
generally  remarkable  for  selfishness  and  ambition,  the  flattery 
of  the  rich,  the  neglect  of  the  poor,  and  for  intolerance  and 
tyranny,  and,  by  causing  those  vices  to  be  ascribed  to  Christi- 
anity ;  its  tendency  is  to  bring  it  into  disrepute,  and  everlasting 
contempt  and  neglect. 

'  They  who  wish  to  see  my  views  on  this  subject  stated  more 
at  largBf  may  find  them  in  my  publications.  (Laughter,  and 
applause.) 

I  now  come  to  my  opponent's  speech  delivered- last  night. 
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'H«  refeited  to  the  sentiments  of  Priestley.  For  those  I  am  , 
.  not  answerable ;  and  I  refer  to  them  only  to  say,  that  I  was 
sorry  my  opponent  shoald  have  read  one  passage  from  Priestley 
in  such  a  way  as  to  cause  it  to  convey  a  false  idea  of  it» 
meaning, — an  idea  opposite.  iO- what  the  writer  himself  intend- 
ed. Though  parties  may  be  imposed  upon  by  such  means 
for  a  time,  such  injustice  is  sure  to  come  to  light,  and  to 
meet,  ultimately,  with  its  reward. 

He  says,  I  eulogize  Priestley  to  the  skies.     I  am  not  aware 
that  I  ever  did  any  such  thing.     Still,  Priestley,  deserves  to  be 
eulogized,  and  eulogized  highly  ;  and  I  acknowledge  that  the 
more  I  know  of  him  and  of  his  works,  the  more  do  I  esteem 
and  love  him.     He  was  a  great  and  a  good  man;  a  person  of 
unspotted   purity   and  strict  integrity;   a  man  of  extensive 
learning  and  of  great  industry.     He  was  an  ardent  lover  of 
truth,  and  risked  both  his  reputation  and  his  life  for  its  sake. 
He  defended  the  cause  of  Christ  against  infidelity  with  great 
ability  and  with  great  success.     For  his  labours  in  endeavour- 
ing to  free  Christianity  from  the  inventions  of  bad  and  foolish 
men,  and  from  the  corruptions  of  dark  and  degenerate  ages, 
he  deserves  to  be  had  in  grateful  and  in  everlasting  remem- 
brance.    He  was  fallible ;  and  it  would  be  strange  indeed  if 
he  had  not,  in  publisliing  perhaps  a  hundred  volumes,  fallen 
into  somewhat  about  thirty  errors  or  mistakes :  but  he  was  a 
great  and  glorious  character  notwithstanding.     I  cannot  place 
him  on  a  level  with  Channinq.     Channinq  has  no  equal 
under  heaven.     His  was  the  brightest  spirit  that  God  has 
granted  to  mankind  the  privilege  to  behold  in  these  latter 
days.     He  was  full  of  light,  and  full  of  life,  and  full  of  love, 
the  very  image  and  likeness  of  the  Saviour.     His  life  was 
governed  by  the  same  beneficent  spirit  that  pervades  his  writ- 
ings, and  his  efforts  were  uniformly  directed  to  promote  the 
freedom,  the  improvement  and  the  welfare  of  mankind.     I  can- 
not place  Priestley  on  a  level  with  Channing.    Channing,  I  say, 
has  no  equal  with  whom  I  am  acquainted.     At  tlie  same  time, 
I  cannot  but  have  a  high  opinion  of  Priestley  ;  and  no  unpre^- 
judiced  and  candid  mind,  I  fancy,  can  read  his  writings,  and 
peruse  the  story  of  his  pure,  and  useful,  and  Christian  life, 
and  of  his  calm  and  triumphant  death,  without  pitying  thr 
man  that  can  take  pleasure  in  abasing  and  slandering  his 
reputation. 

My  opponent  repeated  his  false  statement  respecting  my 


A 


502 

views  of  the  sacred  writings,  stating  that  I  placed  them  side 
by  side  w'tli  the  writings  of  Mahomet,  Priestley,  and  the  like. 
Now  he  has  read  the  tracts  to  which  he  refers ;  and  he  knows 
that  the  representations  which  he  gave  of  their  contents  were 
false :  he  knows  it,  and  cannot  but  know  it.  I  have  only  to 
say,  in  reply  to  what  my  opponent  so  frequently  said  on  this 
subject,  that  if  he  did  not  trust  for  acceptance  with  Grod,  in 
the  merits  or  righteousness  of  another,  instead  of  trusting  to 
his  own  good  conduct  for  acceptance,  I  cannot  but  think  he 
would  endeavour  to  be  a  little  more  righteous  in  his  own 
behaviour.     (Hear,  hear,  order,  order.) 

He  gave  us  some  quotations — (interruption.)  My  friends, 
I  use  no  carnal  weapons.     (Interruption.) 

Mr.  GiLMORE*— I  do  think  you  are  treating  Mr.  Cookers 
chairman  with  great  disrespect.  Every  attention  was  paid  to 
the  other  side. 

Mr.  Barker  : — I  use  no  carnal  weapons.  I  simply  speak 
plain  truth,  and  if  you  do  not  choose  to  receive  it,  after  all, 
it  need  do  you  no  harm.  (Further  interruption,  arising  from 
remarks  made  by  one  or  two  individuals  in  the  throng.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — Silence,  silence.  No  one  can  speak  with- 
out creating  confusion. 

Mr.  Cooke  ; — Silence,  I  beg  of  you. 

Mr.  Barker: — My  opponent  gave  us  some  quotations  from 
the  Koran  of  Mahomet.  While  he  read  them,  I  was  struck 
with  the  resemblance  which  some  of  them  bore  to  some  por- 
tions of  the  Old  Testament;  and  1  could  not  help  thinking 
that  Mahomet  would  have  been  a  better  man,  and  a  greater 
reformer,  if  he  had  not  been  bewildered  with  the  same  false 
notion  of  my  opponent,  that  the  beggarly  elements  of  the  old 
law  of  Moses  were  an  infallible  and  everlasting  guide  to  righte- 
ousness. If  he  had  distinguished  properly  between  the  im- 
perfect law  of  Moses  and  the  perfect  law  of  Christ, — ^if  he 
had  taken  the  doctrines  of  Christ  as  his  sole,  infallible  guide, 
— if  he  had  distinguished  between  the  writings  of  Moses, 
which  were  set  aside  because  imperfect,  and  the  doctrines  of 
Christ,  as  they  will  remain  for  ever,  Mahomet  would  not 
have  resembled  my  opponent  so  much  in  error  as  he  seems 
to  have  done. 

He  brought  up  poor  Marcion  again,  and  would  still  make 
me  answerable  for  his  sentiments  and  failings ;  though  I  have 
never,  either  in  writing  or  in  speaking,  so  much  as  mentioned 
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hig  name^  nor  quoted  him  as  an  authority  in  any  iking.  The 
only  pamphlet  I  ever  printed  in  which  his  name  occurs,  is 
that  on  the  miraculous  conception  (loud  laughter ;)  and  that 
pamphlet  is^ot  my  production,  it  is  simply  a  republication 
of  another  man's  writings,  for  whose  sentiments  I  am  not 
answerable.     (Much  applause,  and  hissing.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — You  are  exceedingly  silly,  every  one  of 
you. 

'  Mr.  Barker  : — My  opponent  spoke  as  if  I  had  referred 
to  certain  parables  as  containing  and  unfolding  the  whole 
plan  of  salvation  ;  whereas  he  must  have  known,  if  he  had 
paid  the  slightest  attention,  that  I  did  no  such  thing. 

He  referred  again  to  the  sufferings  of  martyrs  ;  but  it  was 
only  to  give  fresh  proof  that  he  knows  nothing  of  a  martyr's 
life  or  feelings,  and  that  he  has  especially  yet  to  learn  the 
true  character  and.  history  of  that  most  god-like  of  all  mar- 
tyrs, Jesus  of  Nazareth,  the  Saviour  of  mankind. 

He  says  Christ's  justice  did  need  satisfaction,  as  well  as 
his  Father's  and  the  Holy  Ghost's  ;  and  that  Christ  satisfied 
his  own  justice,  as  well  as  the  justice  of  the  Father  and  of 
the  Holy  Ghost.  Now  this  was  a  somewhat  remarkable 
acknowledgment.  But  it  requires  another  acknowledgment 
before  it  can  be  complete  ;  and  it  is  this,  namely,  that  as  the 
Father  and  the  Holy  Ghost  are  the  self- same  God  as  the 
Son,  and  as  that  suffering  which  is  borne  by  one  person  in 
the  Godhead  must  be  borne  by  all,  he  should  tell  us  further, 
that  the  Father  also  suffered  and  satisfied  the  Son,  that  he 
satisfied  the  justice  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  that  he  satisfied 
his  own  justice  besides :  and,  likewise,  that  the  Holy  Ghost 
suffered  and  died,  and  satisfied  his  own  justice,  and  the  justice 
of  the  Son,  and  the  justice  of  the  Father ; — ^in  short,  he 
should  tell  us  that  they  all  died,  and  thus  satisfied  each  his 
own  justice  and  the  justice  of  the  other  two.  When  this 
acknowledgment  is  made,  the .  theory  will  be  then  about 
complete,  and  they  who  like  it,  may  take  it,  and  make  the 
best  of  it.«  I  confess,  if  I  had  not  witnessed  the  fact,  if  I 
had  not  myself  heard  him  make  the  acknowledgment,  I 
should  have  found  it  hard  work  to  believe  it  possible  that 
any  orthodox  teacher  could  have  made  such  an  acknowledg- 
ment— cotdd  have  committed  himself  so  far. 

He  asked  a  question  or  two  in  reference  to  sacrifices  ;  such 
as — Does  God  approve  of  what  he  positively  enjoins,  &c. 
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I  will  answer  my  opponent  by  a  few  other  questions  in 
return. 

1.  Dbes  God  approve  of  those  things  in  which  he  says  he 
takes  no  pleasure  ? 

2.  Does  he  approve  of  those  things  which  he  declares  are 
all  the  same  to  him  as  slaying  a  man,  cutting  off  a  dog's 
neck,  offering  swine's  blood,  or  blessing  an  idol  ? 

3.  Does  he  approve  of  those  things  which  the  prophets,  so 
far  from  urging  people  to  practise  them,  declare  to  be  a 
weariness  and  a  grief  to  God  1 

4.  Does  God  approve  of  those  things,  or  could  he  ever 
enjoin  those  things  (in  any  other  way  than  that  in  which  he 
enjoined  divorce  and  polygamy)  of  which  the  Psalmist  says, 
"  Sacrifice  and  offering  thou  didst  not  desire  ;  burnt-offering 
and  sin-offering  hast  thou  not  required.  I  will  not  argue 
with  thee  for  thy  sacrifices  and  burnt-offerings  :  I  will  take 
no  bullock  out  of  thy  house,  nor  he-goats  out  of  thy  folds." 
"  Thou  desirest  not  sacrifice,  else  would  I  give  it :  thou  de- 
lightest  not  in  burnt-offerings.  The  sacrifices  of  the  Lord 
are  a  broken  spirit ;  a  broken  and  a  contrite  heart,  0  God, 
thou  wilt  not  despise." 

Lastly.  Can  God  desire  sacrifices  and  burnt-offerings, 
when  he  declares  that  all  he  requires,  and  all  that  he  con- 
siders good,  is,  to  do  justly,  love  mercy,  and  to  walk  hum- 
bly with  our  God  1 

My  opponent  seems  to  think  God  mtist  have  approved  of 
sacrifices,  as  he  gave  them,  or  gave  laws  respecting  them. 
But  in  this  he  errs.  God  never  approved  of  the  Israelites 
having  a  king  ;  yet  he  gave  them  one.  He  gave  them  one 
in  his  anger,  because  they  would  not  obey  him  without  a 
king.  So  he  never  approved  of  sacrifices  ;  but  he  allowed 
them.  He  even  gave  to  the  Jews  precepts  respecting  the 
way  of  offering  sacrifices,  because  something  of  the  kind 
they  appeared  resolved  to  have,  and  he  would  therefore  make 
the  system  as  harmless  as  possible,  and  even  employ  it  for 
purposes  of  instruction  and  piety.  He  wanted  them  to  be 
content  with  the  single  moral  law  ;  but  instead  of  going  for- 
ward to  purity  and  perfection  under  that  law,  they  went 
backward.  Therefore,  as  he  gave  them  the  law  of  divorce, 
on  account  of  the  hardness  of  their  hearts,  so  he  gave  them 
sacrifices,  to  preserve  them  from  worse  practices.  He  gave 
them,  though  he  never  loved  them.     He  gave  them  in  anger^ 
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at  that  intractablene^  and  hardness  of  heart,  which  mad4 
the  Jews  determined  to  have  something  of  the  kind. 

My  opponent  seems  not  to  understand  the  drift  and  object 
of  the  Old  Testament  writings  ;  he  seems  to  think  their  drift 
and  object  were  to  prepare  people  for  trusting  in  some  satis- 
faction to  be  offered  to  divine  justice  by  the  sufferings  of 
Christ.  He  may,  perhaps,  be  willing  to  learn  a  lesson  on 
this  subject  (laughter) — from  Jesus  Christ.  (Hear,  hear, 
and  applause.)  I  will  just  give  him  a  few  of  Christ's  words 
on  this  subject.  The  Old  Testament  is  divided  into  the  lavf 
;and  the  prophet.  Now  what  does  Jesus  say  is  the  svb- 
stance  and  drift  of  these  writings  ]  Hearken.  "  As  ye  would 
that  men  should  dbto  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them  :  for  THIS 
is  the  Law  and  th«  Prophets."  And  when  one  came  and 
asked  which  was  the  greatest  commandment,  Jesus  said  unto 
him,  "  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart, 
and  with  all  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy  mind.  This  is  the 
6rst  and  great  commandment.  And  the  second  is  like  unto 
it,  Thou  shalt  love  thy^ neighbour  as  thyself.     On  these 

TWO    COMMANDMENTS    HANG   ALL    THE    LaW  AND  THE  PKO- 

PHETS."  My  opponent  would  have  said, — "  Dear  me  !  that 
is  a  very  defective  explanation  of  the  matter.  The  object  of 
the  LAW  was  to  teach  satisfaction  to  justice,  and  to  prepare 
us  for  trusting  in  the  merits  of  the  Saviour  that  was  to  come." 
Jesus,  however,  taught  differently,  and  if  he  were,  to  come  back 
again,  he  would  rebuke  those  men  who  talk  so  loudly  about 
the  law  and  the  prophets  containing  allusions  to  his  suffer- 
ings, and  to  his  satisfying  divine  jhstice,  and  the  like  ;  and 
would  tell  them  afresh  that  the  object,  the  design,  and  the 
drift  of  the  whole  of  the  law  and  the  prophets  was  to  malce 
men  love  God  with  all  their  heart,  and  soul,  and  mind,  and 
strength,  and  to  love  their  neighbours  as  themselves.  True, 
the  law  was  intended  to  bring  men  to  Christ ;  but  not  to 
bring  them  to  trust  in  his  merits.  There  is  not  a  word 
about  the  merits  of  Christ  in  the  whole  Bible.  The  law 
was  designed  to  bring  us  to  Christ  in  a  far  different  sense. 
It  was  designed,  as  a  schoolmaster,  to  teach  men  the  rude 
elements  of  religion,  during  their  spiritual  childhood,  and 
thus  gradually  fit  them  for  the  higher,  purer,  better  instruc- 
tions of  Jesus,  who  came  to  create  our  hearts  entirely  anew, 
to  make  us  truly  spiritual  and  divine,  to  teach  us  to  worship 
the  Father  in  spirit  and  in  truth,  to  lead  truly  religious  lives, 
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to  love  the  brethren^  to  delight  in  doing  good,  to  live  peace- 
able, loving,  benevolent  lives.  The  law  was  dedgned  to 
bring  us  to  Christ,  of  course  ;  not  to  bring  us  to  trust  for 
acceptance  in  his  sacrifice,  but  to  prepare  us  for  his  simple 
and  spiritual  religion,  consisting  in  the  love  of  truth,  the 
love  of  goodness,  the  love  of  God,  and  the  love  of  man- 
kind. 

My  opponent  says  it  was  when  Christ  died  that  God  ceased 
to  regard  sacrifices.  Then  Christ  must  have  died  before  the 
days  of  Micah,  Isaiah,  and  Da\id  ;  for  he  had  ceased  to 
regard  and  respect  them  before  their  times,  if  he  ever  loved 
or  respected  them  at  all. 

My  opponent,  referring  to  a  passage  in  John  xvii.,  3. — 
"This  is  life  eternal  to  know  thee  the  only  true  God,  and 
Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent,"  said  that  'Jesus  Christ ' — 
the  title  Jesus  Christ, — referred  to  the  human  nature.  Very 
true ;  but  then  if  Jesus  Christ  meant  the  human  nature, 
where  was  the  human  nature  before  God  the  Father  sent 
it.  *'  Jesus  Christ,  the  man^  the  human  nature,  whom  thou 
hast  sent."  This  does  away  with  the  argument  for  pre- exist- 
ence which  was  grounded  on  this  and  similar  passages.  Again  ; 
if  Jesu^  Christ  means  the  human  nature,  then  according  to 
his  arguing,  the  human  nature  is  the  true  God  ;  for  he  says 
that  in  1  John,  v.  20,  Jesus  Christ — that  is,  the  human 
nature, — is  called  the  tfu:e  God  and  eternal  life.  We  have 
therefore  the  human  nature  made  into  the  true  God  !  But 
this  agrees  exactly  with  what  he  quotes  from  Revelations  ; 
for  when  the  heavenly  creatures  and  all  the  hosts  worship 
Jesus,  how  is  it  that  they  worship  him  1  As  God  ?  No  ;  but 
as  man.  It  is  in  his  human  nature  that  they  worship  him.  They 
worship  him  as  the  Lamb  that  was  dain.  They  ascribe  to 
the  man  Jesus  Christ,  to  the  human  nature  that  died  and 
appeared  there  as  having  been  slain,  all  those  praises  and 
blessings  which  his  obedience  unto  death  for  our  sakes  so 
richly  deserved. 

I  will,  however,  refer  you  to  Wilson's  Concessions  again, 
and  you  shall  see  what  is  said  by  Trinitarian  writers  about 
the  passage  in  1  John,  v.  20. 

The  following  is  Calvin's  opinion  : — "  When,  without  the 
conjunction,  the  apostle  says,  that  we  are  in  him  that  is  true, 
in  Ms  Son,  he  seems  to  express  the  means  of  our  union  with 
God  ;  as  if  he  had  said  that  we  ai'e  in  God  by  Christ." 
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My  opponent  says  that  Wilson  sometimes  gives  the  senti- 
ments of  the  authors  he  quotes  in  different  words.  What 
does  he  mean  1  Some  of  the  authors  whom  Wilson  quotes 
wrote  in  Latin,  and  their  words  had  therefore  to  be  translated 
into  English.  Wilson,  when  he  takes  a  Latin  sentence  from 
a  book,  often  translates  it  into  English.  This  is  what  my 
opponent  grounds  his  charge  upon.  And  does  my  opponent 
believe  that  this  is  \\Tong  ?  Does  not  my  opponent  do  the 
same  when  he  quotes  the  Scriptures  ?  He  does  not  give  you 
the  words  used  by  the  sacred  writers,  but  others  instead. 
They  used  Hebrew  and  Greek,  What  does  my  opponent 
do,  when  he  quotes  those  writings  which  were  originally 
written  in  Hebrew  and  Greek  ?  Does  he  read  every  passaga 
in  the  same  Hebrew  and  Greek  words  which  the  sacred 
writers  used  ?  No  such  thing.  He  quotes  the  English 
translations.  True,  he  gives  you  enough  of  Hebrew  and 
Greek  ;  for  he  gives  you  Hebrew  and  Greek  even  where  the 
English  is  the  same  in  sense.  But  does  he  not,  nevertheless, 
do  what  Wilson  does  ?  Does  he  not  frequently  translate  the 
Hebrew  and  Greek  into  English  ]  Of  course  he  does,  and 
we  do  not  blame  him  for  it.  It  would  be  better  if  he  would 
speak  more  English,  and  less  either  of  Greek  or  Hebrew. 
(Laughter.) 

Erasmus,  Archbishop  Tillotson,  Waterland,  Adam  Clarke, 
and  others,  interpret  en  here,  %,  through^  or  by  means  of. 
Dr.  Bloomfield  interprets  the  words  thus  :  "  We  are  in  union 
with  the  true  God,  by  means  of  his  Son  Jesus  Christ." 

Erasmus  says, — "  The  Father  is  the  true  God  and  eternal 
life,  the  Fountain  of  all." 

Grotius  says, — "  This  is  the  true  God  ;  namely.  He,  and 
none  else,  whom  Jesus  hath  declared  to  be  the  object  of 
worship.  The  pronoun  ovioSy  this,  not  unfrequently  relates 
to  B.  remote  antecedent  ;  as  in  Acts  vii.  19  ;  x.  6." 

Rosenmuller  says, — "  This  (with  whom  we  are  united  by 
his  Son)  is  the  true  God,  and  the  Author  of  eternal  happi- 
ness.... Not  only  the  Photinians,  but  also  many  of  the  ortho- 
dox,  refer  these  words  (putos  estin  aionios,)  this  is  the  true 
Gpd  and  eternal  life,  not  to  the  proximate,  but  to  the  more 
remote  antecedent,  namely,  to  God  the  Father ;  and  rightly, 
for,  in  the  beginning  of  the  verse,  the  Father  is  distinguished 
from  the  Son." 

My  opponent  referred  to  Zechariah,  "  Awake,  0  sword, 
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against  the  man  that  is  my  fellow,"  to  prove  Jesus  to  be 
Jehovah,  and  Jehovah's  fellow.  But  the  text  says,  against 
the  man  that  is  my  fellow,  not  against  the  God,  or  divine 
person. 

He  says,  the  notion  that  Isaiah  ix.  6,  7,  refers  to  Hezekiah, 
is  not  supported  by  any  authority.  I  answer,  it  is  supported 
both  by  Trinitarian  and  Anti-Trinitarian  authority,  and  that 
of  the  most  creditable  character.  In  Wilson's  Concessions, 
page  \  90,  you  will  find  the  following  authorities  : — 

Grotius : — *'  Unto  us  a  Son  is  given.  Will  be  given. 
Hezekiah,  who  was  veiy  unlike  his  father  Ahaz.  This  pas- 
sage is  acknowledged,  not  only  by  Christians,  but  by  the- 
Chaldee  interpreter,  to  relate  in  the  same  manner,  but  in  a 
more  excellent  sense,  to  the  Messiah." 

White : — "  The  government  shall  be  upon  Ms  shoulder. 
That  is,  he  [king  Hezekiah]  shall  reign  in  *  the  throne  of 
David,'  as  the  metaphor  signifies,  and  as  the  prophet  more 
fully  explains  himself  in  the  following  verse,  which  cannot  be 
literally  true  of  our  Saviour,  whose  kingdom  was  not  of  this 
world's,  as  David's  was  ;  but,  in  a  «fcowc?andsublimer  sense, 
the  expression  denotes  that  power  which  God  devolved  on 
his  Son,  of  governing  his  spiritual  kingdom,  the  church." 

The  following,  also,  is  White's : — "  His  name  shall  he  called' 
Wonderful,  that  is,  according  to  the  Hebrew  idiom,  he  shall 
be  wonderful;  which  Hezekiah  was  in  an  eminent  manner, 
as  well  upon  the  account  of  his  personal  qualifications  and- 
cndowments,  as  for  the  miracles  of  God  wrought  in  his 
behalf." 

And  again  : — "  If  we  read  the  word  [CounseRorl  single, 
and  applied  to  Hezekiah,  it  may  signify  one  who,  in  all 
difficult  emergencies,  had  recourse  to  the  advice  of  his  coun- 
sellors ;  applied  to  our  Saviour,  one  who  made  known  ta 
mankind  the  whole  counsel  of  God." 

Rammohun  Roy  has  entered  into  the  subject  at  length,  and 
proved  most  fully  that  Hezekiah  is  the  person  referred  to. 
He  has  given  Hezekiah's  history  in  connection  with  the  pas- 
sage, and  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  many,  and,  in  my 
judgment,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  the  prophecy  has  no  relation 
to  Christ  whatever,  but  refers  simply  to  Hezekiah  and  the- 
Jewish  nation. 

My  opponent  says,   I  told  you  that  the  text  referred  to. 
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Gabriel.  He  must  know  that  T  did  no  such  thing.  Whatl 
said  was  that  Al-Gabur,  the  words  translated  in  the  text 
mighty  God,  were  the  same  words  which  formed  the  name  of 
the  Arch-angel,  Gabriel.  One  is  El-Oabur,  God  Mighty;  the 
other  Gahur-Ely  Mighty  God.  I  did  this  to  show  that  the 
application  of  such  a  name  \_Al-Gahur\  to  a  child,  did  not 
prove  that  child  to  be  the  true  God. 

He  says,  Christ's  inferiority  to  the  Father  vvas  an  inferiority 
of  office  only.  I  answer,  1 .  The  Scriptures  do  not  teach  any 
such  thing.  2.  Christ's  office  was  not  inferior  to  the  Father's, 
if  Christ  was  God.  If  any  tiling^  it  was  superior,  oii 
account  of  his  Messiahship  being  added  to  his  other  offices 
which  he  must  have  held  as  God,  offices  equal  to  the  Father's. 
But,  3.  Christ's  office  is  always  spoken  of  as  an  honour  con- 
ferred upon  Christ  by  God,  on  account  of  his  piety.  Christ's 
office  is  called  his  exaltation ,  not  his  humiliation.  So  far, 
therefore,  from  his  office  indicating  inferiority,  it  constitutes, 
in  fact,  his .  superiority  to  his  fellows,  his  brethren  ;  but  he 
still  remains  God's  servant,  inferior  to  God  ;  and  his  office 
as  Lord,  is  an  office  that  at  last  is  to  be  relinquished,  that 
God  may  be  all  in  all. 

He  says,  Christ  was  inferior  in  glory  to  the  Father,  only 
because  he  had  laid  aside  his  glory,  to  become  incarnate. 
But,  first,  God  could  wo^  lay  aside  any  gloiy  ;  nor  could  his 
glory  be  concealed  by  his  incarnation.  On  the  contrary,  it 
would  rather  be  more  revealed,  unfolded,  manifested,  and  in- 
creased as  well.  Secondly,  if  God  the  Father  and  God  the 
Son  were  one  inseparable  and  undivided  God,  the  Father 
was  as  much  incarnated  as  the  Son.  And  I  furtlier  answer, 
that  it  was  the  Father  who  was  incarnate  and  dwelt  in  the 
man  Christ  Jesus  ;  and  that  we  never  get  the  slightest  hint  of 
any  second  person  in  the  trinity  dwelling  in  Christ  Jesus. 

My  opponent  charged  me  with  saying  that  God  does  not 
know  the  character  of  any  man.  Here,  also,  he  was  stating 
what  he  must  have  known  to  be  false.  He  knows  that  I  say 
exactly  the  contrat^, — that  God  knows  the  characters  of  aU 
men — tliat  he  knows  all  things  that  either  are  or  have  been, 
and  foreknows  all  that  is  certain  to  come  to  pass.  [Some 
remark  was  here  made  in  opposition  to  the  speaker.  It 
was  followed  by  the  observation — "  It's  only  Crozer.'''^ 
Mr.  Gxlmore  : — I  am  certain  it  can  be  no  respectable  maa. 
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[Cries  of—"  Turn  him  out,"  &c.] 

Mr.  Barker  : — He  will  perhaps  be  quiet  now.  He  only 
speaks  occasionally  ;  and  you  know  who  it  is.  (Laughter  ; 
in  the  midst  of  which  the  individual  continued  to  make 
observations.) 

Ms.  Grant: — No  one  can  speak  there  without  creating 
noise.  T  don't  care  who  it  be  ;  he  has  no  right  to  speak :  nor 
can  he  do  it  without  creating  confusion. 

Mr.  Barker  (order  being  restored)  proceeded  : — My  op- 
ponent, to  make  a  certain  impression  on  the  meeting,  has 
frequently  referred  to  my  views  on  fore- knowledge.  Now 
what  is  it  that  my  opponent  teaches  on  this  subject  ?  He 
professes  to  believe  that  God  knows,  before  children  are 
born,  whether  they  will  be  good  or  bad  ;  whether  they  will 
go  to  heaven  or  hell ;  and  that  God  makes  millions  of  children, 
and  sends  them  into  the  world,  and  professes  to  love  them, 
and  to  wish  them  well,  while,  all  the  time,  he  knows  before 
he  makes  them,  that  they  will  live  in  sin  as  long  as  they  stop 
on  earth,  and  go  to  dwell  in  everlasting  torments  when  they 
go  hence.  Now  I  say,  if  I  believed  such  a  doctrine,  I  would 
never  preach  again.  Such  doctrines  appear  to  me  .  more 
horrible  than  infidelity  itself.  /  say  that  men  are  free  ;  that 
their  actions  are  not  fixed  and  pre  determined ;  and  that  it 
is  naturally,  physically  impossible  for  that  to  be  certainly  fore- 
known, which  is  not  itself  certain  and  fixed.  My  reasons 
for  holding  these  views  are  given  in  my  17th  and  18th 
"Christians  ;"  and  if  my  opponent  will  only  examine  those 
reasons,  and  then  tell  me  that  he  feels  prepared  to  refute 
them,  I  shall  have  no  objection  to  meet  him  in  discussion  on 
that  point. 

My  opponent  says  it  was  Christ's  human  nature  that  was* 
made  Lord  :  his  divine  nature  was  Lord  before.  I  answer, 
1.  This  is  no  doctrine  of  Christ;  but  a  mere  invention  of 
orthodoxy,  to  help  her  in  her  trials.  2.  That  it  was  Christ's 
human  nature  which  was  made  Lord,  there  can  be  no  doubt : 
but  that  his  divine  nature  was  Lord  before,  or  that  he  had 
any  nature  different  from  the  human  nature,  except  that  God 
the  Father  dwelt  in  him,  the  Scriptures  do  not  teach. 

My  opponent  says  Christ  was  the  Lord  of  Glory,  and  there- 
fore must  be  God.  I  answer,  the  Lord  of  Glory  was  cruci- 
fied and  slain  ;  and  if  my  opponent's  interpretation  be  cor- 
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red — ^if  the  Lord  of  Glory  means  Jehovah  God,  then  Jehovah 
Grod  was  crucified  and  slain. 

He  says  that  God  purchased  the  church  with  his  owrt 
blood ;  that  God  the  Son  was  pierced  by  the  sword  of  th0 
Father's  justice  ;  that  Jehovah  God  descended  or  was  buried, 
and  ascended,  or  was  raised  from  tlie  dead,  &c.  T  answer, 
all  such  statements  are  refuted  by  their  own  absurdity,  and 
by  their  utter  want  of  all  Scriptural  confirmation. 

He  told  us  that  the  same  things  are  said  to  be  done  by 
Christ  in  the  New  Testament,  which  are  said  to  be  done  by 
God  in  the  Old  Testament  ;  and  that,  therefore,  Christ  must 
be  God.  Now  I  answer,  that  that  way  of  arguing  would 
prove  the  Godhead  of  Moses,  of  Adam,  of  the  apostles,  and 
of  all  Christians  in  the  world.  Both  God  and  Moses  are 
said  to  have  done  the  same  thing — ^both  God  and  Moses  ar^- 
said  to  have  brought  Israel  out  of  Egypt ;  and  therefore  I  might 
[I  argue  thus  :  God  brought  Israel  out  of  Egypt ;  but  we  find 

I  that  it  was  Moses  that  brought  them  out  of  Egypt ;  therefore 

Moses  must  be  God.     It  is  said  that  God  led  Israel  in  the 
f  wilderness  ;  look  again,  and  you  will  see  that  it  was  Moses 

that  led  them  in  the  wilderness  ;  therefore,  on  my  opponent's 
theory,  Moses  must  be  God.  Again  ;  the  children  of  Israel 
are  called  the  people  both  of  God  and  of  Moses  ;  and  Moses 
is  himself  spoken  of  as  the  Lord  their  God.  See  Exod.  xv., 
26,  where  it  is  said  that  Moses  *'  made  for  them  a  statute  and 
An  ordinance,  and  there  he  proved  them,  and  said,  If  thou 
wilt  diligently  hearken  to  the  voice  of  the  Lord  thy  God,  and 
wilt  do  that  which  is  right  in  his  sight,  and  wilt  give  ear  to 
his  commandments,  and  keep  all  his  statutes,  I  will  put  none 
of  these  diseases  upon  thee,  which  I  have  brought  upon  the 
Egyptians  ;  for  I  am  the  Lord  that  healeth  thee."  But  wa$ 
Moses  Jehovah  ?  We  know  that  he  was  not.  Yet  the  very 
same  arguments  which  prove  Jesus  Christ  to  be  God,  would 
prove  Moses  to  be  God  likewise.  The  proof  is  the  same, 
and  the  absurdity  is  about  equal.  The  arguments  of  my 
opponent  are  but  laboured  folly.  We,  therefore,  still  believe 
in  the  existence  of  but  one  God,  and  that  one  God  the  Father. 
Again  ;  the  Godhead  of  Adam  is  proved  in  the  same  way. 
In  Matt.  xix.  4,  5,  we  read, — "  He  who  made  them  in  the 
beginning,  made  them  male  and  female,  and  said,  For  this 
cause  shall  a  man  leave  father  and  mother,  and  shall  cleave 
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to  his  wife  :  and  they  twain  shall  be  one  flesh.'*  Now  it  is 
certain  that  he  who  made  both  male  and  female  was  God. 
But  go  to  Gen.  ii.  23,  24,  and  you  will  find  that  the  same 
words  are  attrbuted  to  Adam  : — "  And  Adam  said,  This  is 
now  bone  of  my  bones,  and  flesh  of  my  flesh  :  she  shall  be 
called  Woman,  because  she  was  taken  out  of  Man.  There- 
fore shall  a  man  leave  his  father  and  his  mother,  and  shall 
cleave  unto  his  wife  ;  and  thev  shall  be  one  flesh."  Thus 
the  very  words  which  Jesus  says  were  uttered  by  God,  Moses 
ijays  were  uttered  by  Adam.  •  Adam,  therefore,  must  be  God. 
If  any  one  say,  Adam  could  not  be  God,  I  should  have  only 
to  reply  as  the  orthodox  do,  It  is  a  mystery  !  and  thus 
explain  the  matter,  by  acknowledging  it  could  not  be  ex- 
plained. In  the  same  manner  we  might  prove  the  Godhead 
of  Paul,  of  the  apostles  generally,  of  the  prophets,  and  of  all 
God's  people.  It  is  a  matter  of  no  great  moment,  and  time 
will  not  allow  me  to  do  it,  or  I  might  have  shown  that  it  is 
quite  common  for  things  which  are  attributed  to  God  in  one 
passage,  to  be  attributed  to  men  or  angels  in  other  passages. 

My  opponent  quoted  Isaiah  vi.,  3,  and  John  xii.,  41,  to 
prove  Christ,  Jehovah.  As  he  rested  the  whole  upon  con- 
jecture and  mere  verbal  criticism,  I  will  give  you  some  Trini- 
tarian criticisms  in  reply.  When  criticisms  are  brought  for- 
ward founded  simply  on  human  authority,  it  is  right  that 
«uch  things  should  be  met  by  other  human  authority,  which 
is,  to  say  the  least^  as  respectable  as  any  authority  quoted 
on  the  opposite  side. 

The  following  are  the  observations  of  the  celebrated  h% 
Clerc  : — "  I  saw  Jehovah,  namely,  God  under  a  human  form, 
as  he  was  seen  by  Daniel,  chap.  vii.  9. — I  am  aware  that 
some  explain  this  of  the  Son  of  God,  because  the  evangelist 
John,  (chap,  xii.,  41,)  referring  to  the  5th  verse,  as  if  it  per- 
tained to  Christ,  says,  agreeably  to  the  manuscripts  in  com- 
mon use,  *  These  things  said  Esaias,  when  he  saw  his  glory.* 
But  some  manuscripts  and  versions,  instead  of  autou,  ^hiSj* 
read  tou  Theou^  and  tou  Theou  autou,  *  of  God,'  and  *  of  his 
God  i  whence  it  may  be  suspected  that  liere^  as  in  other 
places,  the  conunon  reading  is  a  fraud  of  pious  transcriben. 
Truth,  however,  needs  no  such  artifice." 

Tostat,  in  reference  to  the  three  repetitions  of  the  word 
Holy,  says, — "  The  triple  use  of  the  word  holj/  does  not  inti- 
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mate  a  plurality  of  divine  persons,  but  only  that  praise  was 
frequently  repeated." 

My  opponent  says  Christ  was  before  all  things.  I  answer, 
the  apostle  plainly  means  not  in  point  of  time,  but  rank  ; — 
Placed  before,  or  placed  above  all  things  by  God,  that  in  all 
things  he  might  have  the  pre-eminence. 

He  says,  Christ  searches  the  heart,  and  that  searching  the 
heart  is  indicative  of  Omniscience.  1  answer,  prophets  and 
apostles  have  done  the  same.  There  is  the  instance  of  Ana- 
nias and  Sapphira,  whose  thoughts  and  falsehoods  were  known 
to  the  apostles  ;  and  God  can  give  the  same  power  to  any 
individual. 

I  shall  now  briefly  notice  the  speech  of  my  opponent  to- 
night. 

He  says  some  of  the  quotations  given  by  Wilson,  are 
from  Arian  writers.  I  feel  persuaded  that  this  is  a  slander  ; 
but,  if  he  will  give  me  a  pi*oof  of  what  he  says,  I  will  receive 
it. 

He  sought  to  make  an  impression  that  Wilson  was  not  a 
faithful  transcriber  of  people's  sentiments.  1  know  Mr.  Wil- 
son ;  and  I  believe  there  is  not  a  more  honest  and  faithful 
man  in  existence. 

He  says  he  can  show  thirty- eight  falsehoods  in  Priestley's 
and  Belsham's  writings.  What  a  mass  to  collect  from  a 
hundred  different  works  ! 

He  says  the  quotation  from  Seneca,  so  far  as  it  was  given 
by  him,  was  correct.  I  answer,  it  was  not ;  but  if  it  was, 
is  it  right,  in  quoting  an  author,  to  give  part  of  a  sentence, 
then  stop  in  the  middle,  and  make  the  writer  speak  the  op- 
posite of  what  he  means  ?  Yet  this  is  what  my  opponent 
has  done  with  Seneca. 

He  says  he  did  not  quote  from  Jonathan's  Targum,  but 
from  Rabbi  Simeon.  Let  him  then  produce  the  Werk  of 
Simeon,  that  it  may  be  seen  whether  the  words  are  there  or 
not.  I  believe  it  will  be  found  that  the  words  are  no  more 
in  Simeon,  than  in  Jonathan. 

He  says,  "  God  manifest  in  the  flesh"  is  the  true  reading. 
I  answer,  1.  it  does  not  affect  the  question  ;  but  if  you  just 
read  the  passage  through,  you  will  see  that  it  is  impossible  to 
be  God  of  whom  the  words  are  spoken  : — "  Justified  in  the 
Spirit,  seen  of  angels,  preached  unto  the  Gentiles,  believed 
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ofs  in  the  worid,  reeeh^  up  inio  Glory.'^     The  idea  tliat 

God  was  receired  od  irto  glonr ! 

He  referred  to  Hebrews  i^  10,  "And  ifcoo,  Loid,"  $x. 
Frcm  what  ke  said,  you  might  suppose  that  he  gaTe  some 
proof  that  it  referred  to  Chrlit.  He  said,  "And  thoo.  Lord, 
the  Son  ;''  whereas  *•  M^  *S<ir»"  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  pas- 
lage  ;  he  p*it  the  words  in  himself. 

He  sa\-s,  Christ  must  have  created  all  men,  if  he  created 
Gen:r:<rs  arsd  Jews.  I  answer,  Christ  created  theci  aMe»-^ 
marie  theru  a  new  people. 

He  says,  **  Jehovah  our  righteooaiess,"  in  the  passage  in 
Jeren.fah,  does  not  mean  Jeniialem.  He  savs  the  oris:inal 
Hebrew  is  wrong  ;  that  the  transcribers  have  altered  it.  Ho 
is  oblj&ed.  vod  see,  to  confess  that  there  have  been  such 
things  as  faults  of  the  transcnbers.  Rammohun  Rot,  how- 
ever, cfives  abundant  proof  that  it  does  mean  Jerusalem.  In 
a!i  these  matters,  however,  you  can  neither  rest  upon  the  tes- 
tiffjonv  of  my  opp^inent,  nor  on  mine  ;  bat  you  must  examine 
the  authorities  on  the  question  for  yourselves,  if  you  wish  to 
be  fu:lv  satLbfied  ;  and  especiallv  vou  must  learn  the  lesson 
cf  abiding  by  plain  passages  of  Scripture,  and  not  allowing 
one  siriL'Ie  dark  criticism  to  ob=cure  the  light  of  a  whole 
revelation.  2.  There  is  no  proof  that  in  either  of  these  pas- 
sages ^'  the  Lord  our  Righteousness,"  is  meant  to  refer  to 
Cnrist ;  and  if  it  did,  it  would  be  no  proof  of  his  Godhead. 
Elijah  is  called  Jehovah  my  God.  and  Daniel  means  God  my 
Judge. 

He  says,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  early  Cliristians 
called  themselves  by  Christ's  name.  I  answer,  first,  we 
never  said  they  did  do  so  literally,  but  only  in  the  sense  of 
calling  or  avo'.Wng  themselves  liis  disciples  or  servants ;  as 
Israel  is  said  to  be  called  by  the  name  of  Jehovah.  To  be 
called  by  Christ's  name,  or  to  call  on  Christ's  name,  means 
to  call  themselves  Christ's  disciples.  Christ's  subjects.  They 
did  not,  of  course,  call  themselves  Jesuits,  which  means 
Je$usite$  ;  but  they  were  known  as  thejblloicers,  the  disciples 
of  Jesus. 

He  tells  us,  still,  that  prayer  was  offered  to  Christ  as  God. 
I  reply,  then  it  was  offered  in  direct  opposition  to  Christ's 
directiori.  Christ  told  us,  1,  to  whom  we  leere  to  pray  : 
When  ye  pray,  say,  "  Our  Father,"  &c.  He  told  us,  2, 
to  whom  we  were  not  to  pray :  '*  In  that  day  ye  shall  ask 
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fne  nothing.''  3.  He  set  us  the  example  how  to  pray  j 
and  he  always  prayed  to  the  Father,  never  to  the  trinity, 
to  the  Spirit,  nor  to  himself.  4.  The  apostles  always 
prayed  to  God  alone :  *'  Making  mention  of  you  in  my  prayers, 
that  the  God  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  FaUier  of  glory, 
may  give  you,"  &c.  They  alway«  direct  us  to  pray  to  the 
Father :  "By  prayer  and  supplication,  making  known  your 
requests  unto  God."  These  plain  passages  prove  most  clearly 
that  Jesus  is  net  to  be  prayed  to  as  God. 

He  gave  us  the  passage,  "  To  whom  be  glory  for  ever  and 
ever."  So  say  I  ;  to  him  be  glory  or  honour  for  ever  and 
«ver  ;  but  not  prayer. 

He  also  gave  the  passage,  "To  him  that  loved  us  be 
j)ower  and  dominion."  I  give  them  to  Christ,  and  am  glad 
that  both  are  placed  in  his  hands. 

Angels  are  commanded  to  worship  Christ,  observes  my 
opponent.  But  1.  The  original  is,  Worship  him  all  ye  Gods,  or 
I  magistrates  and  rulers.     Look  at  the  Psalm,  and  you  will 

find  that  the  words  do  not  refer  to  Christ.  2.  But  suppose  they 
do,  the  angels  or  heavenly  messengers  are  only  commanded 
to  give  Jesus  his  due,  and  acknowledge  him  as  Lord  over  all, 
as  appointed  by  God  to  rule  and  judge  all  men. 

He  referred  to  Revelations.  But  there  it  is  the  Lamb  tliai 
WAS  slain  that  is  to  receive  blessing,  and  honour,  and  power 
— ^not  God  the  Son.  The  song  is  one  in  which  myself  and 
all  who  think  with  me  will  gladly  join,  when  admitted  to  the 
Saviour's  presence.  We  believe  that  Jesus  is  worths/  to  re^ 
oeive  honour,  and  blessing,  and  dominion,  and  power,  and  w* 
can  ascribe  them  to  him  as  those  in  Revelations  are  repre- 
sented as  doing,  without  ascribing  to  him  the  honour  due 
only  to  God.  The  passage  makes  a  complete  distinction 
between  God  and  Jesus.  It  does  not  say,  God  the  Father, 
God  the  Son,  &c.,  but  God  and  the  Lamb.  2.  The  whole  of 
this  worship  is  given  to  Jesus  as  a  Lamb,  a  creature.  The 
Lamb  represents  his  human  nature.  The  Lamb  slain j  or 
the  man  crucified,  is  he  to  whom  blessing  and  honour  were 
given,  and  they  were  given  to  him  in  consequence  of  his 
having  been  slain,  or  of  his  having  been  faithful  or  obedient 
unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the  cross.  It  was  because  of 
his  obedience  that  he  was  exrJted  by  God  to  be  a  Prince  and 
a  Savibur. 

My  opponent  says,  can  any  one  believe  all  this  to  be  ap- 
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plied  to  a  pious  young  man  who  died  on  the  cross  t  I 
answer,  1 .  The  passage  docs  expressly  apply  it  to  a  pious  young 
man  who  was  crucified,  for  it  says  it  was  to  the  Lamb  that  was 
Warn.  The  word  lamb  is  indicative  of  piety,  and  we  know 
it  was  a  man  only  that  was  slain.  2.  In  Phil,  ii ,  and  Heb. 
i.,  we  have  the  same  account  of  Christ's  exaltation.  It  is 
there  said  that  God  hath  highly  exalted  him,  (exalted  his 
humanity  of  course,)  and  appointed  that  every  knee  shall 
bow  to  him,  and  every  tongue  confess  that  he  is  Lord,  be- 
cause he  humbled  himself,  and  was  obedient  to  death,  even 
the  death  of  the  cross  ;  or,  in  other  words,  on  account  of  his 
peculiar  piety.  And,  again,  because  he  loved  righteousness 
aud  hated  iniquity  ;  or,  in  other  words,  because  he  was  a 
pious  young  man,  faithful  above  his  fellows.  God  anointed 
him  with  the  oil  of  gladness  above  his  fellows ;  raised  him  to 
glory,  and  made  him  Lord  of  all. 

He  then  came  to  the  Spirit.  He  said  the  Spirit  was  said 
to  be  grieved,  pleased,  and  the  like.  I  answer,  I.  So  the 
earth,  the  sun,  the  moon,  the  stars,  the  hills,  the  streams,  the 
trees  of  the  forest,  are  represented  as  rejoicing,  mourning, 
languishing,  shouting,  clapping  their  hands,  and  so  on ;  and  all 
therefore  must  be  regarded,  if  we  take  the  Scriptures  literally, 
as  persons.  The  same  argument  that  would  prove  the  Holy 
Ghost  a  person,  would  prove  all  these  things  persons.  2.  The 
Spirit,  however,  is  called  the  finger  of  God,  the  power  of 
Ood.  Thus  Christ  says,  "  If  I  with  the  finger  of  God  cast 
-out  devils  ;"  which  words  are  given  by  other  Evangelists,  "  If 
1  by  the  power  of  God  j"  &c.  "If  I  by  the  S^nrito^  God  cast 
out  devils,"  which  shows  that  the  Spirit  of  God  is  but 
another  expression  for  his  power  ;  that  the  Spirit  of  God 
means  literally  the  poieer,  2C[idi  figuratively  ih.e  finger  of  God. 
The  Spirit  is  also  spoken  of  as  a  gift  or  gifls,  as  an  anoint- 
ing, and; in  one  place  it  is  used  as  another  name  for  good 
things  generally.  3.  Still  the  Spirit  of  God  is,  without  doubt, 
a  name  sometimes  given  to  God  ;  and  that  very  properly, 
because  God  is  a  Spirit,  and  a  Holy  Spirit  too.  But  there 
is  still  but  one  God. 

My  opponent  -came  next  to  what  he  calls  the  holy  trinity. 
He  spoke  of  my  references  to  the  contradictory  notions  of 
Trinitarians  as  if  they  were  not  fair.  They  were  perfectly 
fair.  ^  I  simply  brought  them  forward  as  proof  that  all  Chris- 
tians were  not  united  and  harmonious  on  the  subject  of  the 
trinity. 


^17 

He  said,  I  once  believed  in  a  trinity.  Very  true  ;  but  even 
then  I  would  only  use  just  such  expressions  as  were  us6d  in 
Scripture  ;  and  by  laying  aside  all  unmeaning  and  unscriptural 
words,  I  was  soon  led  to  see  the  folly  of  the  doctrine  itself, 
and  to  receive  the  simple  truth. 

He  spoke  of  plural  nouns  and  pronouns  ;  and  mentioned 
Elohim  as  being  the  plural  term  employed  by  God  to  imply 
a  trinity  of  persons.  I  thought  he  would  never  have  re- 
ferred to  that  matter  again.  What  is  the  plural  of  God,  but 
Gods  ?  He  tells  you  that  God  always  uses  words  which  are 
the  fittest  to  express  the  truth.  Now  God  says  he  is  Elohimy 
'"  Gods;^^  but  my  opponent  says  nay,  not  Gods,  but  ^^ persons*^ 
is  the  proper  word.  According  to  his  own  principle,  persons 
is  an  improper  word.  And  why,  I  ask,  discard  God's  own 
proper  word,  Gcds  ;  and  introduce  his  otem  improper  ones, 
persons,  and  distinctions?  He  rejects  God's  own  trinity, 
Gods  ;  and  surely  he  s^hould  not  blame  us,  if  we  reject  his 
man-made  trinity. 

He  says,  the  plural  noun,  Elohim,  is  used  to  indicate  a 
trinity  of  persons.  I  answer,  1.  Where  are  the  proofs? 
There  are  none.  2.  I  have  explained  how  it  came  to  pass 
that  the  name  of  God  is  used  in  the  plural,  and  construed 
with  singular  verbs  and  pronouns  ;  I  have  shown 'that  it  is  a 
peculiarity  of  the  Hebrew  language,  arising  from  the  univer- 
sal prevalence  of  Polytheism,  or  the  worship  of  many  gods,  at 
the  time  Jehovah  revealed  himself  to  Moses. — and  that 
similar  peculiarities  likewise  exist  in  our  own  language.  3  I 
•ask,  is  the  word  Elohim  ever  translated  as  a  plural  name 
when  it  refers  to  Jehovah  ?  Does  my  opponent  translate  or 
read  it  in  the  plural  %  No  ;  though  the  word  Elohim  is 
Gods  in  the  original,  it  is  always  translated  God.  4,  In  the 
New  Testament,  however,  which  should  be  a  clearer  and 
more  perfect  revelation,  no  plural  name  is  used  for  God  at 
all.  Here,  my  opponent's  light  which  is  to  guide  us  to  the 
trinity,  instead  of  brightening,  goes  out.  It  is  no  longer 
Gods^  but  God.  The  form  of  expression  which  niy  opponent 
says  God  used  purposely  as  an  indication  of  the  trinity,  is 
here  given  up.  It  is  not  the  plural,  Theoi,  but  the  singular, 
Theos,  throughout  the  whole  New  Testament.  In  the  glim- 
mering dawn  or  twilight  of  Judaism,  we  have  Gods ;  but 
when  we  come  to  the  noontide  blaze  of  the  New  Testament, 
that  light  expires,  and  the  dark  indication  of  a  trinity  is  com- 
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pletely  lost.  5.  My  opponent,  as  I  have  said,  won't  call 
Elokim,  Godsy  because  it  is  joined  with  verbs  and  pronouns 
in  the  singular.  But  it  is  called  so  in  the  ScriptureM ;  and 
why  not  follow  his  infallible  guide  ?  If  he  will  not  follow 
God's  words,  never  let  him  think  it  strange  if  others  will  not 
adopt  his  words  and  phrases.  6.  It  is  a  fact,  too,  that  the 
Vulgate,  the  Persic,  the  Arabic,  the  Syriac,  and  the  Septua- 
gint,  all  give  the  singular  name,  God,  as  the  proper  translation 
of  Elokim.  7.  The  word  in  the  plural  number,  Elohim,  is  ap- 
plied to  Moses.  "  I  have  made  thee  Elokim  to  Pharoah,"  said 
Grod.  Had  God  made  Moses  into  a  trinity  ?  We  know  he  had 
not.  8.  We  have  also  seen  that  the  argument  is  abandoned  by 
learned  Trinitarians ;  and  that  the  wiser  part  of  Trinitarian 
writers  find  fault  with  others  for  risking  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity,  by  resting  it  on  such  a  foundation. 

My  opponent  refers  you  to  the  question,  Who  will  go  for 
us  ?  as  a  proof  of  the  trinity.  But  what  folly.  Do  not  ttfe 
constantly  say  ^ou  to  one  individual  ?  But  I  have  given  you 
the  testimony  of  Trinitarians  upon  this  point  also,  and  may 
therefore  pass  it  by  without  further  notice. 

He  said,  Hume  denied  the  existence  of  man^s  body. 
Why,  Bishop  Berkley,  a  Trinitarian,  denied  the  material  uni- 
verse. Trinitarians,  orthodox  people,  can  be  as  foolish  and  ex- 
travagant as  infidels  themselves.  Indeed,  Trinitarianism  pre- 
pares people  for  infidel  extravagancies.  If  a  man  brings  himself 
to  believe  in  the  trinity,  which  is  a  flat  contradiction,  he  may 
bring  himself  to  believe  anything  And  when  his  mind  re- 
acts, he  may  cease  to  believe  both  in  man's  body  and  soul, 
and  become  a  sceptic  altc^ether,  as  many  have  done. 

Ht.  says,  the  power  of  Clirist  is  the  power  of  God.  True  ; 
he  received  his  power  from  God,  and  therefore  it  is  his 
power.  • 

He  says,  Christ  filleth  all  in  all.  This  has  no  reference  to 
omnipresence,  but  simply  means  filling  his  people  with  all 
spiritual  blessings. 

He  says,  Christ  dwells  in  our  hearts.  True  ;  and  when 
we  have  his  spirit  and  his  truth  within  us,  he  does  dwell 
there. 

Hfi  says,  Christ  is  "  the  holy  one."  I  answer,  David  is 
called  God's  holy  one  too  ;  and  God's  anointed  also.  Yet 
he  is  not  God.  And  Christians  are  called  saints,  which 
means  holy  ones,  yet  they  are  not  God. 
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He  says,  Christ  is  true.  I  answer;  those  who  can  take 
these  as  sufficient  arguments  in  proof  of  such  a  monstrous 
doctrine  as  the  trinity,  must  have  minds  peculiarly  constitu- 
ted. When  I  did  believe  in  a  trinitv,  I  saw  no  force  in  such 
arguments  as  those ;  and  I  fancy  few  present  will  see  any 
force  in  them. 

He  said,  Christ  was  good.  I  say,  Christ  informed  the 
young  man  that  there  was  only  one  good,  and  that  that  was 
not  himself,  that  it  was  God.  Christ  disclaims  that  kind  of 
goodness  which  he  attributes  to  God. 

He  says,  the  attributes  of  holiness,  benevolence,  &c.,  are 
attributed  to  Christ  in  their  fullest  extent.  I  answer,  th« 
Scriptures  never  say  so.     It  is  an  assertion  without  proof. 

He  says,  by  his  Spirit  God  hath  garnished  the  heavens. 
Yes,  and  it  is  also  said  that  he  does  things  by  his  hand^  his 
jlngerSy  his  word,  his  mouthy  &c.  ''  The  mouth  of  the  Lord 
hath  spoken  it.''  "The  hand  of  the  Lord  hath  done  it,"  &c. 
But  shall  we  therefore  say  that  God's  hand  and  mouth,  &c., 
are  separate  persons  1 

He  says,  it  is  "  remember  thy  Creators"  in  the  original. 
It  is  so.  God  is  called  Gods,  Creators,  &c  :  and  Abraham 
is  called  Lords  in  the  original ;  but  was  there  a  trinity  of 
lords  in  Abraham  ?  If  the  Scriptures  are  an  infallible  guide, 
why  does  not  he  say  Creators,  Gods,  &c  ? 

He  says,  Christ  had  power  to  lay  down  his  life,  and  to 
take  it  up  again.  But  Christ  tells  us  he  had  this  power  from 
the  Father.     Why  not  read  the  whole  passage  ? 

As  to  raising  the  dead,  Christ  has  that  power  also  from 
the  Father.     These  arguments  have  been  answered  already. 

My  opponent  said,  God  will  raise  us  by  his  Spirit.  True  ; 
by  his  pow^r  ;  the  thing  signified  by  his  spirit.  So  Christ 
expresses  it ;  If  I,  by  the  spirit,  or  power,  or  finger  of  God 
cast  out  devils,  &c. 

He  says,  the  same  things  are  affirmed  of  God  as  of  Christ. 
I  answer,  the  same  things  are  affirmed  of  the  saints  as  of 
God.  It  is  said  that  what  is  done  to  saints,  is  done  to  Christ, 
is  done  to  God. 

He  says,  Christ  dwells  in  our  hearts.  So  Christians  dwell 
in  each  other's  hearts.     "  Ve  are  in  our  hearts,"  says  Paul. 

He  referred  to  Numbers  vi.  where  he  says  the  name  Jehovah 
is  thrice  repeated.  I  have  shown  that  if  that  proves  any 
trinity  at  all,  it  proves  a  trinity  of  Jehovahs.    It  proves  three 
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persons,  in  the  same  sense  as  Peter,  James,  and  John  ;  three 
persons,  three  beings,  three  Gods.  This  kind  of  trinity  agrees 
with  the  literal  rendering  oi  Elohim,  Gods.  All  Scripture 
language,  if  it  proves  any  trinity  at  all,  proves  three  Gods  or 
three  Jehovahs,  and  my  opponent  contends  that  Scripture 
words  are  words  of  God's  own  chosing,  and  must  be  strictly 
proper.  Why  then  does  my  opponent  not  use  Scripture  lan- 
guage, and  admit  at  once,  that  there  are  three  Gods, — that 
there  are  three  Gods  in  one  Jehovah, — not  three  unintelligible 
distinctions  in  one  God  ? 

He  says,  the  same  things  are  often  affirmed  of  Christ  as 
are  affirmed  of  God.  I  answer,  so  they  are  of  the  saints 
generally.  What  is  said  to  be  done  to  Christians,  is  said  to 
be  done  to  God  or  to  Christ. 

He  says,  the  blessing  of  God  rests  on  Trinitarians.  Does 
it  not  on  others  ?  And  does  not  something  else  often  rest 
on  Trinitarians  '\  But  we  have  replied  to  these  remarks 
already. 

He  mentions  Wesley,  Fletcher,  &c.  I  mention  Newton, 
Locke,  Penn,  and  Channing,  and  a  host  of  martyrs  and  phil- 
anthropists 

I  shall  now  give  you  a  tew  more  proofs,  from  the  plain 
words  of  Christ  and  his  apostles,  that  the  Father  alone  is  the 
True  God. 

Jesus  says,  1.  The  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lord.  2.  Why 
callest  thou  me  good  ?  there  is  none  good  but  oney  that  is, 
God.  3.  This  is  life  eternal  to  know  thee.  Father,  the  only 
true  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent.  4.  My 
Father  is  greater  than  L  5.  My  Father  is  greater  than  all. 
6.  When  ye  pray,  say  "  Our  Father."  7.  The  spirit  of 
Jehovah  is  upon  me,  because  he  hath  anointed  me  to  preach 
the  Gospel.  8.  I  do  nothing  of  myself,  the  Father  which  is 
in  me,  he  doeth  the  works.  9.  The  Father  taught  me  what 
I  should  say.  10.  Christ  prayed  to  the  Father.  11.  He 
forbad  people  to  pray  to  himself.  12.  He  had  all  his  power 
and  authority  from  the  Father.  13.  He  came  not  in  his 
own  name  or  authority,  but  the  Father's.  1 4.  He  had  his 
authority  to  forgive  sins  from  the  Father.  15.  It  was  the 
Father  that  dwelt  in  him  ;  not  a  second  person,  or  God  the 
Son.  16»  He  did  not  do  his  own  will,  but  the  Father's. 
17.  He  did  not  come  to  do  work  of  his  own,  but  the  work  of 
the  Father.     18.  Jesus  Christ  never  claimed  equality  with 
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God,  except  in  point  of  authority,  and  that  authority  he 
taught  he  had  from  the  Father.  19.  Jesus  never  called 
himself  God,  though  he  proved  that  he  might  have  done  so 
without  claiming  any  higher  title  than  had  been  given  to 
former  men  of  God.  20.  The  common  name  which  Christ 
used  when  speaking  of  himself  was,  a  man^  or  the  Son  of 
man  21.  He  said  he  did  not  know  the  day  and  hour  of  his 
own  future  coming.  22.  He  called  God  his  God  and  our  God, 
his  Father  and  our  Father.  23,  He  never  said  he  had  two 
natures.  24.  When  tried  and  condemned,  he  was  not 
charged  with  calling  himself  God.  25.  He  said  he  and  the 
Father  were  one  ;  but  he  prayed  that  all  who  believed  on 
him  might  be  one  in  the  same  way. 

The  apostles  teach  the  same  thing.  1 .  Peter,  in  answer 
to  Christ's  question,  "Whom  say  ye  that  I  am?"  simply 
declared  him  to  be  the  Christy  the  Son  of  God.  2.  Others  call 
him  a  prophet,  mighty  in  word  and  in  deed  before  God  and 
all  the  people.  3.  The  apostles  call  him  Jesus  of  Nazareth, 
a  man  proved  to  ba  of  God  by  miracles,  and  wonders,  and 
signs  which  God  did  hy  him.  4.  They  say  he  is  exalted  by 
God  to  be  a  Prince  and  a  Saviour.  5.  That  he  is  made  by 
God  both  Lord  and  Chi'ist.  6.  That  he  was  anointed  by 
God  with  the  Holy  GhoU  and  with  power.  7.  They  call 
him  a  prophet  raised  up  from  among  his  brethren  by  God. 

8.  They  also  call  him  the  holy  child,  or  servant,  of  God. 

9.  The  end  of  their  preaching  was  to  prove  that  Jesus  was, 
not  God,  but  the  {Jhrkt,  the  Son  of  God.  10.  They  ex- 
pressly declare  that  there  is  none  other  God  but  one.  To  us, 
they  say,  ther€  is  but  one  God,  the  Father,  and  one  Lord, 
Jesus  Christ,  {made  Lord  by  God.)  11.  They  declare  that 
there  is  one  Lord,  one  faith,  one  God  and  Father  of  all,  who 
is  above  all.  12.  Further,  that  there  is  one  God,  and  one 
Mediator  between  God  and  man,  the  man  Christ  Jesus. 
13.  They  say  the  head  of  every  man  is  Christ,  and  the  head 
of  Christ  is  (iod.  14.  They  say  that  as  we  are  Christ's,  so 
Christ  is  God's.  J  5.  They  say  that  Christ  is  God's  image, 
the  visible  image  of  the  invisible  God.  16.  That  the  Father 
is  the  God  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  1 7.  That  Christ  is  a 
man.  18.  That  it  is  God  who  puts  all  things  under  Christ's 
feet.  19.  That  when  the  end  comes,  Christ  shall  deliver  up 
the  kingdom  to  God,  even  the  Father,  and  be  subject  to  the 
Father,  that  God  may  be  .all  in  alL  20.  John's  Gospel  was 
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written  that  we  might  belieye  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son 
of  God  ;  not  God  himself.  2  L .  The  apostles  prayed  to  the 
Father  only.  22.  They  constantly  distinguish  between  God, 
and  Christ,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  making  one  alone  God. 
23.  They  teach  that  Jesus  was  raised  above  his  fellows  on 
account  of  his  piety.  24.  They  ascribe  the  creation  of  the 
universe  to  God  the  Father  only,  not  to  Christ.  25.  The 
creation  they  ascribe  to  (/hrist  is  the  new,  the  spirUual  crea- 
tion ;  and  this,  they  teach  us,  he  effected  by  the  power  and 
authority  of  God.  26.  They  say  it  is  the  man  Christ  Jesus 
by  whom  God  hath  resolved  to  judge  the  world. 

I  shall  now  briefly  recapitulate  what  has  been  proved 
during  the  debate. 

We  have  shown  1.  That  Christian  is  another  name  for 
disciple  of  Christ ;  that  disciple  means  learner,  or  scholar ; 
and  that  the  word  Christian  means  a  learner,  a  scholar,  of 
Christ. 

2.  That  every  one  is  a  Christian  who  chooses  Christ  a& 
his  teacher  and  guide,  in  order  to  learn  -his  lessons,  and  re- 
duce them  to  practice. 

S.  That  a  man  may  be  a  disciple  of  Christ,  or  a  Christian, 
without  believing  in  the  trinity,  satisfaction  to  justice,  na- 
tural depravity,  eternal  torments,  and  without  trusting  in  the 
merits  of  Christ. 

4.  That  the  mark  of  discipleship  is  love,  not  orthodox 
opinions. 

5.  That  the  words  "  Let  him  be  accursed,'^  in  Gal.  i.,  are 
levelled  against  those  who  make  new  conditions  of  salvation, 
besides  faith  working  by  love,  as  the  orthodox  do. 

6.  That  the  word  Atonement  means  reconciliation. 

7.  That  the  redemption  eflfected  by  Christ  is  redemption 
from  iniquity. 

8.  That  bearing  sins,  means  curing  people  of  them,  taking 
them  away. 

9.  That  propitiation  means  in  one  place,  a  propitiatory 
sacrifice,  a  sacrifice  which  turns  away  God's  wrath  ;  and 
that  Christ's  sacrifice  propitiates  God,  or  turns  away  God'a 
wrath,  by  making  men  good. 

10.  That  in  another  case,  propitiation  means  mercy-seat, 
or  the  place  where  God  reveals  himself,  the  point  where 
God  chooses  to  meet  men,  and  converse  with  them,  as  he 
4do68  through  Jesus  Christ. 
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1 1 .  That  we  obtain  forgiveness  of  sins,  through  Christ, 
not  because  Christ  has  offered  any  satisfaction  to  justice, 
but  because  Christ  cleanseth  us  from  our  sins,  and  makes 
us  holy,  fit  objects  of  forgiveness. 

12.  That  when  it  is  said  Christ  died  for  our  sins,  the 
meaning  is  that  he  died  to  destroy  sin. 

13.  That  salvation  by  Christ  means  deliverance  from  sin. 

1 4.  That  by  Christ's  stripes  we  are  healed^  our  souls  made 
holy;  not  God's  justice  satisfied. 

15.  That  by  the  phrase,  "  Grod  laid  on  him  the  iniquities 
6f  us  all,"  is  meant  that  God  appointed  him  to  the  task  of 
curing  men  of  sin,  of  redeeming  us  from  our  iniquities. 

1 6.  That  where  it  is  said  that  Christ  is  oiu:  advocate^  it 
means  that  he  is  our  comforter. 

17.  That  his  interceding  for  us  means  the  strengthening 
of  men,  not  pleading  with  God  for  them. 

18.  That  his  being  a  Mediator  means  simply  that  he  is  the 
medium  or  the  means  through  whom  God  is  pleased  to  teach 
and  bless  mankind. 

1 9.  We  have  shown  that  there  is  no  proof  that  Christ's 
sufferings  were  greater  than  those  of  any  other  persons,  but 
that  there  is  proof  to  the  contrary. 

20.  We  have  also  shown,  that  Christ  never  said  God 
could  not  forgive  the  sins  of  repenting  and  returning  men 
without  satisfaction  to  justice. 

21.  That  God  is  never  said  to  bestow  forgiveness  for 
Christ's  sake,  except  in  one  passage,  and  that  that  passage  is 
wrong  translated. 

22.  That  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  is  not  necessary  to 
discountenance  sin,  and  has  no  tendency  to  discountenance 
sin,  but  to  encourage  it. 

23.  That  our  views  are  the  most  effective  to  discounte- 
nance sin,  by  teaching  that  freedom  from  sin  is  the  only 
thing  that  can  secure  for  us  the  blessing  of  God,  and  make 
us  happy,  and  that  Christ  died  on  purpose  to  redeem  men 
from  sin. 

24.  We  have  shown  that  God's  truth  did  not  requife  that 
satisfaction  should  be  made  to  justice. 

25.  That  when  Christ  became  a  curse  for  us,  the  mean- 
ing is  not  that  he  was  under  God's  curse,  but  under  the  curse 
of  the  Mosaic  law ;  was  excommunicated  because  he  was 
hanged  on  a  tree. 
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26.  We  were  told  that  the  mercy- seat  had  to  be  approached 
with  blood  ;  but  we  showed  that  the  blood  required  was 
not  required  as  a  satisfaction  to  justice,  but  as  a  declaration 
of  the  people's  determination  to  renounce  all  sin, — that  it 
was  that  determination  on  the  part  of  man  to  give  up  all  sin, 
which  prepared  him  for  approaching  the  mercy-seat  of  God 
with  confidence. 

27.  We  showed  that  the  grounds  of  men's  forgiveness, 
acceptance,  and  eternal  welfare  are  their  repentance,  obedi- 
ence, fidelity,  and  not  the  merits  of  Christ. 

28.  We  have  shown,  further,  that  in  the  Scriptures  there 
is  no  mention  made  of  satisfaction  to  justice. 

29.  That  there  is  n6  mention  made  of  any  legal  barrier  to 
the  forgiveness  of  those  who  return  to  obedience, 

[The  meeting  was  at  this  time  disorderly,  and  had  not 
been  in  a  deliberative  mood  for  some  time.] 

Mb.  Gilmobe  : — I  protest  against  these  interruptions — 
not  only  against  the  interruption  of  that  gentleman,  but  of 
others.  The  language  of  that  gentleman  is  uncalled  fon 
I  do  trust  the  meeting  will  be  quiet,  and  give  Mr.  Barker  a 
fair  hearing. 

Mb.  Babkeb  : — Orthodoxy  must  be  a  very  tickle  thing  in 
^  a  man's  soul.     (Laughter  and  hissing.) 

Mb.  Gbant  : — You  see  you  are  only  wasting  time,  and 
promoting  disorder.  How  much  better  would  it  be  to  let 
Mr.  Barker  proceed  without  the  slightest  interruption. 

Mb.  Babkeb  : — I  have  11^  minutes,  and  I  wish  to  occu- 
py them  well. 

30.  My  opponent  gave  no  explanation  of  the  theory  of 
satisfaction.  He  found  it  in  darkness,  and  he  left  it  in  the 
dark. 

31.  The.  Scriptures  say  nothing  about  Christ's  dying  to 
make  the  exercise  of  mercy  compatible  with  the  claims  of 
justice. 

32.  My  opponent  has  given  us  no  explanation  of  the  or- 
thodox doctrine  of  types  and  antitypes.  It  still  remains  a 
mystety — ^and  a  fiction  too. 

33.  My  opponent's  notion  about  Christ's  satisfying  his 
own  justice  and  God's  justice  at  the  same  time,  you  will  not 
soon  forget. 

34.  As  to  the  miraculous  conception,  my  opponent  proved 
what  nobody  ever  called  in  question, — that  the  story  is  in  the 
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manuscripts  and  versions.  It  was,  however,  proved  by  ur 
that  it  otight  not  to  be  there,  that  the  story  was  a  forgery.. 
(Laughter.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — Will  you  be  silent,  and  show  some  respect 
for  yourselves  1 

Mr.  Gooke: — Silence. 

Mr.  Barker: — 35.  We  have  proved  that  if  the  story  be 
true,  the  genealogies  are  false  and  useless, — that  they  contra- 
dict the  story,  and  that  one  or  the  other  must  be  false. 

36.  That  the  suspicious  account  which  is  given  of  Joseph** 
conduct,  strikes  at  the  credibility  of  the  story. 

37.  We  have  shown  that  Christ  is  the  9on  of  man,  or,  as* 
my  opponent  says,  of  man  and  woman,  for,  as  he  says, 
0  uioB  ton  antkropou  means  the  son  of  man  as  well  as  woman. 
So  that  even  on  his  own  showing,  Christ  is  the  son  of  man  aa 
well  as  woman. 

38.  We  have  shown  that  Christ  was  made  in  all  points 
like  unto  his  brethren. 

39.  We  have  shown  that  Christ,  though  he  was  anointed 
to  preach  the  gospel,  never  preached  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion, and  that,  therefore,  the  miraculous  conception  could  be- 
no  part  of  the  gospel. 

40.  That  the  apostles  never  preached  it,  nor  ever  namei 
it  in  their  writings,  though  they  preached  and  wrote  the  gospel. 

41.  That  Philip  and  the  Jews,  both  enemies  and  friends, 
all  regarded  Jesus  as  the  son  of  Joseph, — the  son  of  the  car- 
penter; and  spake  of  him  as  such>  and  that  Christ  never 
corrected  the  error. 

42.  That  the  chapters  themselves,  which  relate  the  story, 
contain  evidences  of  being  forgeries — of  being  unworthy  of 
credit.  1 .  They  are  at  variance  with  the  whole  gospel  be- 
sides. 2.  They  are  at  variance  with  themselves,  one  part 
contradicting  the  other.  3.  There  are  several  gross  errors  in 
quoting  as  prophecies  of  Christ  passages  which  were  no  such 
thing:  thus,  4.  It  is  said  Christ  was  called  Jesus  because  it 
was  foretold  he  should  be  called  Emmanuel.  5.  The-  words 
refer  to  a  person  who  was  born  in  the  days  of  Isaiah,  artd  not 
to  Jesus.  6.  The  prophecy  about  Rachel  weeping  fbr  her 
children,  refers  to  a  former  captivity  of  the  children  of  Israel, 
not  to  the  destruction  of  the  infants  at  Bethlehem.  7.  That' 
the  passage  which  says,  "Out  of  Egypt  have  T  called  my  son," 
is  a  simple  historical  reference  to  the  deliverance  of  the  chil^ 
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dren  of  Israel  from  the  Egyptians,  and  was  no  prophecy  at 
all,  much  less  a  prophecy  of  Christ.  8.  That  the  passage  about 
Christ  being  called  a  Nazarene  is  nowhere  contained  in  the 
prophets,  that  there  is  no  such  prophecy  in  the  whole  Bible. 

43.  I  have  referred  to  many  other  proofs  of  the  spurious- 
ness  of  those  chapters,  and  might  refer  to  a  hundred  other 
circumstances,  about  Herod,  the  sorcerers,  the  taxing,  th^- 
shepherds,  the  journey  to  Bethlehem,  &c.,  all  inconsistent 
with  the  notion  that  the  story  is  true,  but  which  cannot  be 
repeated  now. 

44.  The  principle  of  these  arguments  my  opponent  never 
attempted  to  answer,  much  less  did  he  overthrow  them. 
Those  which  he  did  try  to  meet  were  only  a  few  of  the 
smaller  ones  of  little  moment;  and  even  here  he  failed  to 
prove  his  point. 

45.  I  was  proving  by  other  arguments  that  the  chaptersf 
were  spurious ;  but  my  opponent  could  bear  no  more,  and  I 
was  interrupted,  and  forbidden  to  proceed.  He  claimed 
the  victory.  He  claimed  it  because  he  was  completely 
beaten.  Those,  however,  who  wish  to  see  the  subject 
more  thoroughly  discussed,  and  carried  tolerably  out,  may 
read  Priestley's  work  upon  it,  which  I  have  re-published 
since  the  commencement  of  this  discussion.  You  may  there 
also  see  those  extracts  from  the  Fathers,  about  the  miraculous 
conception,  which  I  was  forbidden  to  read. 

46.  I  noticed  my  opponent's  arguments  for  the  miraculous 
conception  drawn  from  the  passages  which  speak  of  him  being 
made  of  a  woman ;  of  the  seed  of  the  woman  ;  from  the  Word 
being  made  flesh ;  and  from  the  doctrine  of  human  depravity ; 
and  found  that  there  was  no  weight  in  them  whatever. 

47.  I  then  came  to  the  Trinity;  and  showed  that  there 
was  no  such  word  as  Trinity  in  the  Scriptures ;  nor  any  Trini- 
tarian phrases,  such  as  Triune  God,  &c. 

48.  I  showed  that  the  "Vfox^  persons  was  never  applied  to 
God  in  Scripture ;  that  the  word  person  occurs  only  once  in 
reference  to  God,  and  that  there  it  is  a  mistranslation. 

49.-  I  showed  that  the  Scriptures  declare  that  there  is  but 
^e  Gt)d ;  that  that  one  God  is  one,  and  not  three ;  and  that 
the  Father,  and  the  Father  only,  was  that  one  true  God. 

50.  I  showed  that  the  doctrine ^  so  called,  of  the  Tnnity, 
is  not  capable  of  being  explained  or  understood,  so  that  np 
one  can  say  it  is  to  be  found  laid  down  in  the  Scriptures  in 
other   words.      It  cannot  be  found  in  the  plain  passages, 
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because  it  is  unintelligible  ;  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  in  the 
plain  passages.  And  it  cannot  be  found  in  dark  or  unintelli' 
g\hle  passages  ;  for  no  one  can  tell  whatx\iexQ  is  in  passages 
that  cannot  be  understood, 

51.  I  showed  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Scriptures  about 
three  distinctions  in  the  Godhead, — that  this  is  a  new  inven- 
tion,— that  three  persons,  if  the  word  persons  be  used  in  its 
intelligible  sense,  means  three  beings;  and  that,  when  applied 
to  God,  it  must  mean  three  Gods  ; — but  that  three  Gods  in 
one  God  is  an  impossibility.  1  also  showed,  that  three  persons 
in  an  unhnmm  sense  are  three  notJiings. 

52.  We  then  answered  my  opponent's  arguments.  These 
Were,  1.  That  all  the  Gentiles  held  it;  2.  That  the  ancient 
Jews  held  it. 

We  showed  the  contrary.  We  threw  down  his  argument 
built  upon  the  use  of  the  word  Elohim,  Gods.  This  he  has 
endeavoured  to  lift  up  again,  but  it  will  not  stand.  We  also 
threw  down  his  arguments  raised  on  Numbers  vi;  Isa.  vi; 
and  Matt,  iii ;  and  these  he  has  abandoned  to  their  fate. 

53.  We  then  came  to  the  divinity  of  Christ;  and  gave 
about  forty  proofs  that,  according  to  the  Scriptures,  Christ  could 
not  be  God.  Those  proofs  my  opponents  has  never  met.  I 
asked  him  a  number  of  questions  to  bring  out  the  truth ;  and 
hiy  opponent  answered,  *'A  fool  can  ask  questions  which  a 
philosopher  cannot  answer;"  the  meaning  of  which  was, 
that  the  plain  questions  I  asked  him  could  not  be  answered, 
•without  utterly  upsetting  the  orthodox  theory.  [Shouts  of 
"  time's  up."] 

Mr.  Grant: — You  know  nothing  about  it.  You  have 
prevented  the  time  from  being  up.     It  is  not  up. 

Mr.  Gilmore  : — You  will  surely  take  time  from  your  own 
chairman.  Is  he  not  qualified  to  keep  the  time  without  your 
interference  ? 

Mr.  Ba^iker: — 54.  We  then  gave  further  proofs  of  the 
strict  unity  of  God,  showing  that  the  whole  tenor  of  the 
Scriptures,  and  their  plain  and  obvious  meaning,  show  that 
there  is  just  one  God,  and  that  that  one  God  is  the  Father. 

S^o.  We  showed,  that  to  render  the  Scriptures  orthodox, 
they  would  have  to  be  made  entirely  over  again,  on  quite 
new  principles. 

56.  We  then  followed  our  opponent  through  all  his  endless 
Arguments  for  Christ's  Godhead,  and  found  them  unsound — 
we  examined  every  one,  exposing  and  refuting  the  whole. 
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57.  We  next  exaniined  all  his  passages  for  Christ's  pre- 
existence,  and  showed  that  not  one  of  them  proved  any  thing 
of  the  kind.     And  here  rests  the  question  of  the  Trinity. 

58.  On  one  evening  we  noticed  and  refuted  a  number  of 
false  charges  preferred  against  us,  and  stated  our  views  on  the 
conditions  of  salvation,  true  religion,  &c.  To  my  remarks 
on  these  subjects,  my  opponent  has  never  made  any  reply. 

59.  We  gave  our  views  of  natural  depravity,  proving  it 
unscriptural  and  blasphemous,  and  showing  that  children  are 
born  free  from  an.  We  should  have  liked  to  have  gone  at 
length  into  other  arguments  on  that  subject,  though  our  op- 
ponent has  not  touched  a  single  one  of  those  we  did  advance. 

60.  He  has  not  explained  his  own  doctrine,  either  of  a 
trinity  of  persons,  or  distinctions,  or  of  the  tw©  natures  of 
Christ,  or  of  the  Godhead  and  distinct  personality  of  the 
Holy  Ghost. 

61.  He  has  not  touched  on  the  great  question  as  to  the 
grounds  of  acceptance  ;  he  has  not  explained,  much  less  pro- 
ved, his  views  on  types  and  anti- types;  nor  has  he  noticed 
the  question  respecting  the  nature  of  future  punishments.  He 
has  not  brought  forv.'ard  one  plain  passage  to  prove  any  single 
principle  he  has  pleaded  for,  except  the  miraculous  conception; 
and  those  passages  we  have  proved  to  be  spurious. 

62.  His  plan  has  generally  been  to  take  one  or  two  dark 
p»W|^es  ;  to  make  them  darker  by  mock  learning  ;  and  then, 
by  the  darkness  thus  collected  and  created,  strive  to  obscure 
the  plain  portions  of  Scripture,  and  so  perplex  and  bewilder 
his  hearers. 

63.  Then  he  has  never  delr\'ered  one  address  without 
breaking  the  regulations  to  which  he  had  pledged  himself,  by 
introducing  personal  matters.  Many  of  his  personal  charges, 
such  as  those  respecting  my  views  of  the  Scriptures,  were 
most  extravagant  and  awful  falsehoods ;  while  many  of  his  mis- 
statements of  my  views  and  arguments  were  so  strange  and  pre- 
posterous, that  we  cannot  account  for  them  in  any  way  credit- 
able either  to  his  head  or  his  heart.     (Hissing  and  applause.) 

And  now  I  leave  the  matter  in  your  hands.  I  am 
glad  that  we  have  had  this  discussion — I  am  glad  that  I  have 
been  allowed  to  speak,  and  that  you  generally  have  been  dis- 
posed to  hear  me.  I  leave  it  with  perfect  satisfaction.  I 
know  it  will  do  good,  ("  Never,"  said'^sorae  one.)  I  en- 
tered upon  it  under  a  sense  of  duty  ;  and  my  spirit  is  at  rest 
as  to  results.     I  am  persuaded  that  truth  has  been  unfolded, 
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and  that  error  has  received  a  deadly  blow.     (Great  uproar, 
and  remarks  about  time  &c.,  shouted  in  a  variety  of  different 
■    tones.) 

Mr.  Grant  : — The  time  is  not  up.  And  this  is  the  way 
to  prevent  its  being  up. 

Mr.  Barker  : — I  have  three  minutes  yet. 
A  Voice  — No,  thou  hasn't.  (Laughter.) 
Mr.  Barker  : — Why,  what  are  you  afraid  of  1 
My  Friends  ;  I  have  spoken  with  great  plainness,  I  admit, 
during  the  debate,  because  I  believed  it  to  be  my  duty  to  do 
so.  I  have  spoken,  however,  without  any  ill  will  to  my 
opponent,  or  to  his  friends.  I  have  never  wUUnffly  hurt  any 
one's  feelings,  though  I  know  that  I  must  necessarily  and  una- 
voidably have  hurt  the  feelings  of  some.  I  blame  no  person 
for  differing  from  me,  nor  for  feeling  strongly  on  the  subjects 
that  have  been  under  debate.  lean  easily  account  for  that 
strength  of  feeling  manifesting  itself  while  I  was  speaking.  J 
should  have  felt  similarly  myself  at  one  time,  under  similar 
addresses.  Still,  I  believed  that  God  and  truth  required  this 
plain,  free  speaking ;  and  with  nothmg  but  kindness,,  both 
for  my  opponent  and  for  you,  I  have  used  this  freedom.  T 
have  spoken  what  I  deemed  to  be  the  truth,  without  disguise 
or  reservation,  trusting  in  its  power  and  in  its  certain  triumph. 
And  now  I  leave  the  matter  in  your  hands,  and  in  the  haiids 
of  God.  I  have  confidence  in  the  power  of  truth,  and!  api 
confident  that  it  will  make  its  way.  I  have  confidence  in 
your  judgments  too  ;  I  am  sure  that  many  of  you  cannot 
help  but  distinguish  between  truth  and  error  ;  between  de- 
clamation and  sound  argument ;  between  plain  Scripture  and 
common  sense,  and  mystery  and  inconsistency.  I  have  con- 
fidence in  the  power  of  the  Scriptures  ;  in  their  ability  to 
teach  men  heavenly  truth,  to  dispel  the  mists  of  false  ortho- 
doxy, to  throw  down  the  inventions  of  men,  and  to  build 
up  the  truth  as  taught  by  Jesus,  to  spread  freedom  and  puriiy 
through  the  world,  and  establish  solid,  practical  goodness 
among  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth.  T  have  confidence  in 
the  God  of  truth,  and  I  feel  persuaded  that  if  men  advocate 
it  faithfully,  l*e  will  never  leave  them,  but  cause  them  in  every 
conflict  to  come  off  victorious. 

I  now  wish  you  farewell.  My  earnest  desire  is  that  you 
may  come  to  know  the  truth  in  all  its  purity  and  fulness  ; 
that  you  may  enjoy  the  blessings  of  the  Gospel  in  all  their 
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richness  ;  that  you  may  be  as  much  like  Jesus  as  it  is  possi- 
ble for  men  to  be, — that,  living  in  happiness,  in  purity, 
in  truth,  in-  charity,  and  in  all  goodness,  upon  earth,  you  may 
be  prepared  for  that  future  happy  state  which  God,  through 
Jesus  Christ,  has  provided  for  all  his  faithful  followers. — 
Again  J  say — ^farewell.  Success  to  trutli  and  freedom,  and 
everlasting  prosperity  to  righteousness  and  charity.  (Loud 
cheers  and  disapprobation.) 

After  a  brief  pause,  Mr.  Barker  again  rose,  and  attempted 
to  address  the  audience^  but  the  confusion  that  prevailed  ren- 
dered it  for  some  time  impossible  for  him  to  obtain  a  hearing. 
He  observed,  at  length, — All  I  want  to  say,  is,  that  as  all 
the  subjects  have  not  been  gone  through,  I  should  like,  if 
my  opponent  has  no  objection,  to  continue  the  discussion 
until  the  whole  are  gone  through,  as  soon  as  we  have  had 
time  to  publish  the  present  proceedings.  (Hear,  hear,  and 
applause.)  If  my  opponent  wish  to  go  through  the  remaining 
subjects  on  the  hst,  T  shall  be  gald  to  hear  from  him  as 
soon  as  this  discussion  is  published;  and  we  can  then  go 
through  the  whole. 

Mr.  Grant  : — As  soon  as  Mr.  Barker  shows  that  he  has 
kept  to  the  terms  of  discussion  that  he  entered  into,  and 
which  we  have  followed  out  in  this  discussion,  he  shall  iiave 
as  much  as  he  pleases.  (Cheers  and  laughter.) 
^  Mr.  Barker  : — My  opponent  never  kept  tlie  terms  of  the 
discussioo  in  a  single  speech.     (Counter-cheers.) 

Mr.  Cooke  : — When  Mr.  Barker  has  answered  one  half 
of  the  arguments  I  have  already  given  him,  I  will  meet  liim 
again.     (Loud  cheers.) 

Mr.  Barker  : — I'll  meet  Mr.  Cooke  again,  if  he  pleases, 
though  he  has  not  answered  a  quarter  of  my  aiguments. — 
(Laughter,  and  much  cheering.) 

Thus  ended  the  proceedings. 

NOTE. 

The  Reporter  ayails  himself  of  a  reserved  privilege  to  print  a  sing^  .obeervation 
with  the  published  proceedings.  W^hen  the  M.  S.  of  their  earlier  speeches  wa« 
returned  to  him  by  Messrs.  Cooke  and  Barker,  he  found  that  both  gentlemen  had 
marked  a  number  of  words  to  be  printed  in  Italics  and  capital  letters.  Thote 
marks  he  struck  out,  on  the  principle  that  this  was  a  Report  of  the  discussions,  and 
that  a  Reporter  can  properly  know  nothing  of  Italics,  &c.,  by  way  of  distinguishing 
emphatic  words  or  sentences.  On  furtiier  reflection,  however,  he  considered  it  was 
(mly  fair  that  the  disputants  should  enjoy  the  adcUtional  means  of  making  their 
arguments  clearly  understood ;  and  he  consented  to  each  parlor  using  his  own  dis- 
oretion  in  this  respect,  on  the  condition  that  he  should  have  an  opportunity  of 
stating  that  i«1th  such  Italics  and  capitals  he  has  had  nothiiig  wbaterw  to  do. 
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APPENDIX 


As  I  had  not  time  to  say  all  I  wished  on  the  doctrine  of 
Natural  Depravity,  and,  as  my  opponent  seems  unwilling  to 
renew  the  discussion  with  me,  I  must  add  a  few  words  on  this 
subject  here.     I  observe, 

1.  That  the  Scriptures  never  speak  of  Adam  as  orthodox 
theologians  speak  of  him.  They  never  say  that  Adam  was 
wiser  or  better  than  it  is  possible  for  any  other  man  to  be. 
They  never  give  the  slightest  hint  of  any  such  thing.  For  any 
thing  the  Scriptures  say  to  the  contrary,  tliere  may  have  been 
millions  of  persons  both  wiser  and  better  than  Adam  was. 
For  anything  the  Scriptures  say  to  the  contrary,  there  may  be 
millions  of  people  living  at  this  hour,  who  are  wiser  and  better 
than  Adam  was.  * 

2.  Christ  never  mentions  Adam  in  his  discourses,  and  of 
course  he  says  nothing  about  Adam's  sin  involving  all  mankind 
in  guilt  and  depravity.  The  teachers  of  false  orthodoxy  can 
neither  preach  a  sermon,  nor  print  a  catechism,  nor  draw  up 
a  list  of  doctrines,  nor  writ«  a  book,  without  making  Adam 
one  of  their  principal  subjects.  Yet  Jesus  never  names  Adam 
in  his  discourses.  Either  Jesus  was  wrong,  or  teachers  of 
orthodoxy  are  sadly  wrong, 

3.  There  is  no  proof  that  when  it  is  said  in  Scripture  that 
God  made  Adam  in  his  own  image,  that  the  meaning  is,  that 
God  made  him  perfect  in  goodness.  There  is  no  proof  in  Scrip- 
ture that  the  image  of  God  in  which  Adam  was  created,  meietnt 
anything  more  than,  1,  the  capacity  of  goodness,  and  2,  the 
lordship  over  the  lower  orders  of  animals. 

4.  The  Scriptures  do  not  say  that  •  when  Adam  sinned  he 
lost  God's  image,  and  was  changed  into  the  image  of  the  devil 
and  the  brute.    They  say  no  such  thing. 

5.  Supposing  that  Adam  did  lose  God's  image  by  sin,  there  is 
no  proof  that  he  did  not  get  it  back  again  by  repenting  and 
returning  to  God. 

.6.  There  is  no  proof  that  Adam  and  Eve  had  a  corrupt 
nature  when  they  became  parents.  For  any  thing  that  Scrip- 
ture says,  they  might  be  as  pureand  spotless  when  they  became 
parents^  as  they  were  the  first  hour  of  their  creation. 
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7.  There  is,  of  course,  no  proof  that  thry  gave  a  eomipt 
nature  to  their  children.  There  is  no  pi'oof  in  Scripture,  that 
the  children  of  Adam  had  a  corrupt  or  sinful  nature.  For 
any  thing  the  Scriptures  say  to  the  contrary,  their  nature- 
might  be  as  pure  and  perfect  as  the  nature  of  their  parents 
was  when  they  were  first  created.  It  is  mdeed  said  that  Cain 
was  a  murderer,  but  it  is  nowhere  said  that  he  was  a  murderer 

in  consequence  of  being  born  with  a  corrupt  nature.     Besides ;  i 

v;e  read .  that  Abel  was  a  good  man  ;  and  if  Cain's  badness  ' 

proved  that  Cain  received  a  bad  nature  from  his  father,  Abel's 
ffoodness  would  prove  that  he  received  a  good  nature  from  his 
lather.  Besides ;  Adam  had  two  good  sons,  Seth  and  Abel, 
and  only  one  bad  one.  If,  then,  we  are  to  judge  of  the  nature 
Adam  gave  to  his  children  from  the  character  of  his  sons,  we^ 
have  two  proofs  to  one  against  the  orthodox  notion. 

8.  Besides,  if  Cain  sinned  because  he  was  bom  with  a  bad 
nature,  Cain  was  not  to  blame  for  his  sin :  his  sin,  on  that 
principle,  was  his  misfortune  only,  not  his  fault.  The  party" 
to  be  blamed  for  his  sin  would  be  Adam  or  God  ;  not  Cain 
himself.  No  man  is  to  be  blamed  for  what  he  cannot  help.  ^^ 
The  orthodox  notion  is  calculated  to  make  men  throw  all  the  ^ 
blame  of  their  sins  on  their  Maker,  instead  of  taking  it  all  to 
themselves.  The  orthodox  notion  on  this  subject  is  the  doc- 
trine which  was  so  cleverly  upset  by  Ezekiel ;  "  The  ways  of 

the  Lord  are  unjust :  the  fathers  have  eaten  sour  grapes,  and 

the  children's  teeth  are  set  on  edge." — Ezek.  xviii.  I 

9.  The  Scriptures  speak  as  if  all  men  were  born  or  made  in 
God's  image  as  trul^  as  Adam  was.    1.  It  is  said  that  God 

made  Adam  in  his  own  image,  and  then.  Gen.  v.  3,  without  j 

the  slightest  intimation  that  Adam  had  ever  lost  God's  image,  j 

it  is  said,  "  And  Adam  begat  a  son  in  his  own  likeness,  after 
his  image,  and  called  his  name  Seth."  And  in  Gen.  ix.  6, 
it  is  said,  "  Whoso  sheddeth  man's  blood,  by  man  shall  his 
blood  be  shed  :  for  in  the  image  of  God  made  he  man."  Here 
it  is  plainly  intimated  that  no  man  is  to  be  killed,  because 
every  man  is  made  in  God's  image.  In  1  Cor.  xi.  7,  the  apos- 
tle Paul  says,  "  A  man  indeed  ought  not  to  cover  his  head^ 
forasmuch  as  he  is  the  image  and  glory  of  God"  James, 
speaking  of  the  tongue,  says,  "  Therewith  bless  we  God^  even 
the  Father  ;  and  therewith  curse  we  men,  which  are  made 
after  the  similitude  of  God."  James  iii.  9.  In  all  those 
passages  we  are  taught  that  men  generally  are  made  in  God's 
image,  and  in  no  passage  ai*e  we  taught  that  men  are  not 
made  in  God's  image, — in  no  case  are  we  taught  that  men 
or  children  are  made  in  the  image  of  the  devil  and  the  beast. 

10.  We  have  proofs  in  the  natural  constitution  of  children,. 

that  we  all  are  literally  made  in  God's  likeness,  that  our  ^ 

nature  and  the  nature  of  God  is  the  same.    What  ii  Grod'% 
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nature?  John  says,  *"' God  is  lipht ;"  and  again  hs  says,  * 
"  God  is  love,^^  Light  means  intelligence,  reason,  understand- 
ing ;  and  as  for  love^  its  meaning  is  understood  by  all.  Intel- 
ligence and  benevolence  then,  or  under-standing  and  love,  are 
God's  principal  qualities,  or  most  remarkable  and  glorious 
properties.  Yet  these  are  among  the  principal  qualities,  or 
the  most  remarkable  properties  of  children.  They  show  them  - 
selves  in  children  generally  :  they  show  themselves  early.  Love  , 
shows  itself  very  early  in  the  child,  and  proves  itself  very  strong. 
There  is,  first,  love  to  its  mother,  then  love  to  its  father,  then  love 
to  its  brothers  and  sisters  and  nurse, — then  love  to  acquaint- 
ances generally  and  friends  ;  then,  if  the  principle  be  che- 
rished, it  grows  and  extends,  till  it  embraces  the  whole  human 
'  race.  It  rises  to  God  at  length,  and  fills  the  whole  soul.  It 
embraces  even  enemies  and  persecutors,  does  good  to  the  un- 
thankful and  unjust,  gives  good  for  evil,  and  overcomes  evil 
with  good.  It  assumes  various  forms,  according  to  the  cha- 
racters and  states  of  men.     To  some  it  is  compassion,  to  others 

^  gratitude  ;  to  some  approval    and  delight,  to  others  mercy 

H  and  forgiveness  ;  and  to  all  good- will. 

^  I  say  love  is  a  part  of  the  nature  of  every  child  that  is  born 

•into  the  world.  And  every  one  may  see  this,  that  looks  at 
children,  and  studies  them  with  a  mind  unprejudiced.  And 
Authors  generally,  who  have  written  on  human  nature,  ac- 
knowledge as  much.  They  speak  of  love,  affection,  benevo- 
lence, and  gratitude  as  parts  of  human  nature.  This  is  the 
-case  with  lieid,  and  Brown,  and  others,  both  orthodox  and 
heterodox.  And  so  accustomed  are  wS  all  to  see  kindness  in 
«verv  child  that  is  born,  that  if  we  were  to  see  one  without 
kindness,  we  should  regard  it  as  a  monster.  The  word  kind- 
ness  is  derived  from  a  word  that  signifies  child,  and  the 
word  kind  is  the  word  for  child  in  the  languages  of  Ger- 
many and  several  other  countries.  The  word  child  is  only 
the  word  kind  somewhat  differently  pronounced.  The  word 
child  and  the  word  kind,  or  kind,  are  in  truth,  one  word  origi- 
nally. Our  forefathers  had  no  other  word  that  so  fitly  and 
thoroughly  expressed  their  ideas  of  the  sweetest  and  happiest 
disposition  in  the  universe,  as  the  word  kind  or  child.  Our 
-forefathers,  before  their  souls  were  corrupted  or  perverted  by 
orthodox  follies  and  abominations,  regarded  children,  as  Jesus 
regarded  them,  as  images  and  examples  of  the  richest  and 
loveliest  of  all  qualities,  the  most  interesting  and  glorious  of 
all  God's  attributes,  LOVE.  That  children  are  formed  for  in- 
telligence,— that  man  is  made  naturally  a  rational,  under- 
standing creature,  no  man  will  attempt  to  deny.  Thus  nature 
and  Scripture,  the  testimony  of  Jesus  and  the  testimony  of 
our  senses,  unite  to  refute  the  doctrine  of  natural  hereditary 
•IMpravity,  and  to  prove  that  we  are  made,  as  Adam  was,  in 
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the  likeness  .of  God,    partakers  of   his.  own  mos^  giorioas 
nature. 

11.  Again.  There  is  no  passage  of  Scripture  which  teajches 
that  children  are  born  under  the  wrath  and  curse  of  God.  It 
'  would  be  strange  if  there  was.  What  a  horrible  idea,  that 
God  should  curse  and  frown  upon  a  helpless  new-born  child. 
The  doctrine  is  one  of  the  most  frightful  and  diabolical  blas- 
phemies that  ever  entered  the  mind  of  man.  If  all|the  bad  \ 
and  foolish  men  that  ever  lived  had  joined  together  on  purpose 
to  forge  blasphemies,  they  never  could  have  forged  a  more 
horrible  or  hideous  or  unnatural  blasphemy  than  this.  The 
universe  is  not  big  enough  to  hold  a  greater  blasphemy  :  the 
human  mind  has  not  powers  sufficient  to  conceive  a  greater. 
It  represents  God  as  worse  than  the  most  wicked  and  un- 
reasonable of  ^nen.  You  cannot  find  a  father  in  the  world 
that  frowns  upon  and  curses  his  new-born,  unoffending,  help- 
less children.  If  I  were  to  tell  you  that  I  knew  a  man  who 
cursed  his  children  before  they  were  born, — who  frowned 
upon  them  and  was  angry  with  them  as  soon  as  they  came  .  ^ 
into  the  world, — who  condemned  them  and  flogged  them  on  m< 
account  of  their  grandfather's  sins,  before  they  had  done  any  ^ 
evil  themselves,  you  would  not  believe  me ;  you  could  not 
believe  me.  You  would  tell  me  at  once  that  1  was  telling  a 
lie  ;  that  it  was  impossible  there  should  be  such  a  creature  on 
earth.  And  if,  notwithstanding,  I  was  to  prove  to  you  that 
there  was  such  a  man,  you  would  regard  him  as  a  monster, 
as  a  miracle  of  cruelty  and  villainy,  as  an  incarnation  of  the 
devil,  or  of  a  legion  ^f  devils.  You  would  not  be  able  to  find 
words  to  express  your  thoughts  and  feelings  with  regard  to 
him.  You  would  not  feel  comfortable  to  live  in  the  same 
world  with  such  a  monster.  Yet  this  is  the  character  which 
orthodox  theology  so  called  ascribes  to  God  our  heavenly 
Father.  It  represents  the  best  of  all  beings,  the  Maker  and 
Preserver  of  all  worlds,  as  worse  than  the  wickedest  and  vilest 
of  the  human  race.  It  represents  him  as  acting  towards  his 
own,  his  helpless  and  unoffending  offspring,  in  such  a  way,  as 
would  add  fresh  infamy  and  horror  to  the  character  of  the 
devil  himself.  Orthodoxy  has  not  been  able  to  charge  even 
the  devil  with  any  thing  so  horrible  as  this.  You  may  talk 
about  infidelity  as  you  please,  but  all  the  infidels  in  the  uni- 
verse could  not  forge  a  worse  doctrine  than  this. 

We  say  the  worst  human  being  in  the  universe  would  not 
curse  and  condemn  and  punish  his  new-born  or  unborn  off- 
spring. How  much  less  would  the  kindest  and  best  of  men 
do  80.  But  God  is  kinder  than  the  kindest  of  men,  and  better 
than  the  best  of  men.  The  kindest  heart  in  the  universe  is 
not  to  be  compared  with  God.  God  loves  his  children  with 
an  affection  that  is  infinite.     It  is  impossible,  then,  that  ha 


i?35 

*  should  ciirse  and  condemn  and  punish  his  offspring  for  tbar 
sin  of  Adam  ;  a  sin  committed  thousands  of  years  before  thdy 
were  brought  into  being. 

But  the  worst  of  this  doctrine  is  the  notion  that  God  causes 
fevery  one  to  be  bom  with  a  totally  corrupt  or  depraved  nature 
on  account  of  Adam's  sin.  This  is  the  most  horrible  and  un- 
natural blasphemy  of  all.  If  God  was  an^ry  at  Adam's  sin^ 
one  would  naturally  suppose  that  he  would  do  what  he  could 
to  prevent  others  from  sinning  like  him.  If  God  was  angry 
at  sin, — if  he  hated  sin, — one  would  expect  that  he  would  do- 
what  he  consistently  could  to  aid,  to  succour,  and  to  strengthen 
human  nature,  and  thus  lesseii  its  liability  to  sin.  This  i» 
what  a  benevolent  or  well-disposed  man  would  do.  This  is 
what  a  kind  father  would  do.  But  this  doctrine  represents 
God  as  doing  just  the  contrary.  It  represents  him  as  making 
children  so  tliat  they  cannot  kelp  but  sin.  It  represents  him 
as  making  their  nature  wholly  sinful ;  as  compounding  their 
helpless,  unresisting  spirits  of  all  the  elements  of  sin  and  un- 
godliness in  the  universe  ;  as  fashioning  their  untried,  guilt- 
less souls  after  the  image  and  likeness  of  the  devil  himself, 
the  imagined  perfection  of  all  evil :  it  represents  him,  after 
he  has  thus  made  them  corrupt  and  devilish,  as  requiring 
them  to  be  perfectly  holy,  as  exhorting  and  entreating  them 
to  lave  him  with  ail  their  heart,  as  threatening  them  with 
eternal  damnation,  with  damnation  to  eternal  life  in  torments, 
if  they  are  found  with  any  stain  or  spot  of  sin  upon  them. 
In  short,  it  represents  him  as  making  them  wholly  cor- 
rupt, irresistibly  inclined  to  evil,  and  altogether  indisposed, 
disinclined  to  good,  and  yet  requiring  of  them  perfect  obedienco 
to  his  most  holy  law,  and  making  them  liable  to  eternal  dam- 
nation for  those  natural  and  unavoidable  workings  of  ths 
nature  he  had  given  them,  I  will  speak  out  on  this  subject, 
I  will  say  what  I  think  and  what  I  feel.  My  heart  shall  de- 
clare itself  freely.  I  say  then,  that  all  the  bad  men  upon 
earth,  and  all  the  bad  spirits  of  hell,  even  if  hell  were  as  full 
of  devils  as  orthodox  theology  feigns,  and  if  devils  were  as 
clever  and  as  wicked  as  orthodox  theology  teaches,  could 
never  have  forged  or  feigned  a  worse  character  of  God  than 
this.  I  declare  most  solemnly,  that  these  fundamental  doc- 
trines of  orthodox  theology,  are  the  most  horrible  and  infinite 
blasphemies  that  ever  existed  on  earth.  I  declare  most  se- 
riously, that  I  cannot  imagine  it  possible  at  all  for  either  man 
or  devil  to  be  so  bad,  so  wickea,  so  unjust,  so  cruel,  so  in- 
finitely and  inexcusably  vile,  as  this  doctrine  represents  God 
to  be.  Censure  me  for  strong  language  as  you  please,  I  will 
speak  my  mind.  It  is  time  that  those  black  and  enormous 
fictions,  those  atrocious  and  infernal  delusions  should  be  de- 
nounced as  they  deserve.    I  speak  of  them  only  as  I  feel,  ahd 
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I  speak  of  them. thus  from  a  sense  of  duty  to  God,  to  religion, 
ana  to  mankind.  I  cannot  bear  that  orthodoxy  should  be 
allowed  to  teach  such  enormities  as  revelations  from  heaven, 
«,nd  truth  bs  forbidden  to  call  her  a  deceiver,  a  liar,  and  a 
blasphemer?  There  is  not,  in  my  judgment, — and  I  feel  bound 
^o  declare  my  judgment, — there  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  in 
the  whole  universe  of  error,  any  thing  more  false,  more  hoiTi- 
ble,  more  unnatural,  more  blasphemous,  more  impossible, 
than  this  same  doctrine  of  orthodoxy,  the  doctrine  of  natural, 
Jiereditary  depravity. 

I  may  be  told  that  the  doctrine  is  taught  in  Scripture,  but  I 
reply,  1.  If  such  a  doctrine  were  taught  in  the  Scriptures,  it 
would  prove  either  that  the  Scriptures  had  been  corrupted  on 
this  subject,  or  that  the  Scriptures  were  unworthy  of  credit: 
No  Scriptures  in  the  universe  could  prove  such  a  doctrine  as  the 
orthodox  doctrine  of  natural  depravity  to  be  true-  Though 
you  should  prove  that  every  book  in  the  Bible  taught  the  doc- 
trine, you  would  not  prove  the  doctrine  to  be  true  ;  3''ou 
would  only  prove  that  on  that  point  the  writers  of  the  Scrip- 
tures were  in  error,  or  that  their  writings  had  been  tampered 
with  and  altered.  Can  any  Scriptures  prove  that  the  devil  is 
the  true  God,  or  that  the  one  true  God,  the  Maker  of  the 
universe,  and  the  Father  of  mankind,  is  worse  than  the  devil 
himself?  They  can  do  no  such  thing.  If  such  a  doctrine 
were  found  in  any  Scriptures,  it  would  prove  them  apocryphal 
4it  once.  Yet  such  a  doctrine  would  be  no  worse  than  the 
orthodox  doctrine  of  natural  depravity.  The  doctrine  then 
-cannot  be  Scriptural,  or  the  Scriptures  cannot  be  true  and 
•divine. 

12.  I  am  aware  that  there  are  passages  of  Scripture  which 
have  been  supposed  to  teach  this  doctrine,  but  it  will  be  found, 
on  examination,  that  they  teach  no  such  thing.  We  have 
seen  that  Jesus  taught  no  such  doctrine  ;  that  he  taught  the 
contrary  doctrine  ;  declaring,  while  he  held  the  sweet  babes 
in  his  arms,  "  Of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  It  is  cer- 
tain, then,  that  either  the  Scriptures  do  not  teach  this  doc- 
trine, or  that  the  Scriptures  contradict  Jesus,  But  upon  a 
careful  examination  of  the  passages  which  have  been  supposed 
to  teach  the  doctrine,  they  will  be  found  to  teach  no  such 
thing. 

13.  1.  The  passage  which  has  been  most  frequently  quoted 
to  prove  natural  depravity,  and  the  passage  on  which  the 
greatest  stress  has  been  generally  laid,  is,  "  Behold,  I  was 
shapen  in  iniquity  ;  and  in  sin  did  my  mother  conceive  me.'* 
Psalm  li.  5.  I  remark  in  reference  to  this  passage,  1.  That  if 
it  did  teach  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  natural  depravity,  it 
would  contradict  the  plain  doctrine  of  Christ,  and  prove  it- 
self unworthy  of  regard.     2.  The  Psalmist  does  not  stand 
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liefore  us  in  this  Psalm  as  a  teacher  of  theology^  hut  as  % 

Eenitent,  confessing  his  own  sins.  The  Psalm  is  supposed  tp 
ave  been  composed  when  Nathan  the  prophet  went  to  him, 
aifter  he  had  seduced  Bathsheba,  and  treacherously  murdered 
her  brave  husband.  It  seems  most  natural,  therefore,  to  sup* 
pose,  that  what  the  Psalmist  says  refers  not  to  any  great  prin- 
ciple of  theology,  but  to  his  own  personal  wickedness.  3.  And 
the  connexion  shows  that  this  is  the  case.  If  you  take  the 
words  to  be  teaching  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  natural  deprav- 
ity, you  make  them  inconsistent,  both  with  the  words  which 
go  before  them  and  the  words  which  follow  after.  In  the 
words  which  go  before,  the  Psalmist  says,  "  For  I  acknow- 
ledge my  transgressions  :  and  my  sin  is  ever  before  me. 
Against  thee,  thee  only,  have  I  sinned,  and  done  this  evil  ♦in 
thy  sight :  that  thou  mightest  be  justified  when  thou  speakest, 
and  be  clear  when  thou  judgest."  In  other  words,  "  I  take 
all  this  sin  to  myself ;  I  acknowledge  that  the  fault  is  all  my 
own.  Rebuke  me  and  punish  me  as  thou  wilt,  I  shall  still 
acknowledge  that  thou  art  right,  for  I  deserve  the  worst  that 
thou  canst  lay  upon  me."  Now  it  was  natural,  after  speaking 
thus,  that  he  should  add,  "  I  am  a  great  sinner ;  an  inex- 
cusable transgessor  ;  my  crime  is  too  great  to  be  described." 
And  this,  I  have  no  doubt,  is  the  meaning  of  the  fifth  verse. 
But  it  would  have  been  altogether  unnatural  for  David,  after 
taking  all  the  blame  to  himself,  to  have  turned  round  imme- 
diately and  said,  **  But,  oh,  I  had  forgot.  I  was  made,  as  thou, 
0  Lord,  knowest,  with  a  bad  nature,  with  a  heart  totally 
depraved,  unable  to  do  right  or  to  resist  evil,  and  this  was  the 
cause  of  my  sin."  This  would  have  been  recanting  his  con- 
fession, and  attempting  to  take  off  the  blame  of  his  sins  from 
himself,  and  throw  it  on  his  Maker.  Again  ;  in  the  verse 
following,  David  adds,  "  Behold  thou  desirest  truth  or  since- 
rity in  the  inward  parts."  But  how  could  he  think  that  God 
desired  truth  in  the  inward  parts,  if  he  believed  that  the  in- 
ward parts  of  men  were  naturally  deceitful,  deceitful  above 
all  things  ?  There  is  no  harmony  or  consistency  at  all  about 
the  passage,  on  the  supposition  that  the  Psalmist  was  teach- 
ing the  orthodox  doctrine  of  depravity.  4.  Then  look  at  the 
consequences  of  the  orthodox  interpretation.  If  David  was 
shapen  in  iniquity,  in  the  orthodox  sense  of  the  words,  who. 
was  to  blame  for  it  ?  Who  shaped  him  ?  Let  the  Psalmist 
himself  answer,  "  Thy  hands  have  made  me  and  fashioned 
me." — Ps.  cxix.  73.  "  Know  ye  that  the  Lord  he  is  God  :  it 
is  he  that  hath  made  us,  and  not  we  ourselves  ;  we  are  his 
people,  and  the  sheep  of  his  pasture." — Ps.  c.  3.  See  also  Ps. 
cxxxix.  13 — 15.  Ps.  cxlviii.  2,  (Src.  In  all  these  places 
David  speaks  of  himself  and  his. brethren  as  being  made  and 
fashioned  by  God.     If,  then,  he  was  not  mad«  rights  if  hia. 
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nature  was  bad,,if  he  was  shaped  amiss^  if  he  wasm&de  cof" 
rupt^  depraved^  the  fault  was  God's,  not  his.  And  if  it  wa^ 
the  badness  of  his  nature  that  caused  him  to  sin,  the  sin  also 
must  be  placed  to  the  account  of  God.  We  cannot  blame 
David  for  his  sins,  if  his  sins  were  the  necessary  result  of  a 
bad  or  corrupt  nature,  which  he  received  from  the  hands  of 
God.  If  David  had  had  orthodox  views  when  he  composed 
this  Psalm,  he  ought  simply  to  have  lamented  his  hard  fate, 
and  complained  of  his  Maker's  unkindness,  and  not  to  have 
blamed,  and  reproached,  and  condemned  himself.  The  Psalm 
should  have  been  a  piece  of  murmuring,  and  not  a  confession 
of  guilt,  and  a  prayer  for  forgiveness.  And  even  Nathan,  if 
he  believed  that  David's  transgressions  were  the  result  of  a 
bad  nature,  a  defect  in  his  make,  ought  rather,  when  he  went 
to  speak  to  David,  to  have  apologized  for  God  having  made 
him  amiss,  than  to  have  censured  David.  6,  This  doctrine, 
that  we  are  badly  made,  and  that  our  bad  make  is  the  cause 
of  all  our  sins,  would  enable  men  to  justify  themselves  in  all 
the  sins  they  may  commit.  When  convicted  of  adultery, 
murder,  lying,  treachery,  they  would  only  have  to  say,  "  And 
what  could  you  expect  of  me?  Behold,  I  was  shapen  in 
iniquity  ;  I  was  made  with  a  corrupt  nature,  born  totally 
depraved,  and  the  streams  cannot  be  more  pure  than  the 
fountain."     The  doctrine  is  most  horrible. 

What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  ?  I  answer  ;  the 
words  appear  to  me  to  have  been  used  by  the  Psalmist  to  ex- 
press his  strong  disapprobation  of  his  own  misconduct.  They 
were  not,  as  it  seems  to  me,  designed  to  describe  his  original 
nature,  or  the  way  in  which  he  was  shaped  or  made  by  God, 
but  to  express  his  sense  of  the  horrible  criminality  and  utter 
inexcusableness  of  his  own  transgressions.  I  understand  the 
Psalmist  as  saying,  "  I  am  a  great  sinner ;  a  vile  and  inexcus- 
able transgressor."  I  do  not  suppose  the  words  to  refer  at  all 
to  time^  but  only  to  quality.  If  such  expressions  are  to  ba 
taken  literally,  we  shall  have  the  sacred  writers  flatly  contra- 
dicting one  another,  and  contradicting  the  plainest  facts  and 
the  most  certain  principles  of  common  sense  as  well.  We 
filiould  have  them  flatly  contradicting  one  another  in  the  first 
place.  For  instance  ;  Job  says,  in  Job.  xxxi.  18,  when  he  ia 
pleading  his  innocence  against  his  accusers  ;  "  For  from  my 
youth  the  fatherless  was  brought  up  with  me  as  with  a  father, 
and  I  have  guided  the  widow  from  my  mother^&  loomb,''  If 
we  take  these  words  literally,  we  must  not  only  suppose  Job 
io  tell  us  that  he  began  to  walk  and  to  guide  the  widow  the 
moment  he  was  bom,  which  even  the  orthodox  themselvea 
do  not  pretend  to  believe  ;  but  we  must  also  understand  him 
as  teaching,  in  direct  opposition  to  David,  the  purity  and 
perfection  of  man's  nature.    If  ha  guided  the  widow  from  hiA 
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mother's  womb,  he  must  have  entered  the  world  with  a  heait 
full  of  love.  And  love  is  the  image  of  God :  it  is  the  nature 
and  spirit  of  God.  My  opponent  may  say  that  Job  is  only 
speakmg  of  himself,  and  not  of  mankind  at- large.  But  I 
aikswer,  David  is  only  speaking  of  himself  when  he  says, 
^'  Behold  I  was  shapen  in  iniquity,"  <fcc.,  so  that  we  have  no 
more  ground  for  regarding  David's  words  as  teaching  universal 
natural  depravity,  than  we  have  for  taking  Job's  words  as  teach- 
ing the  doctrine  of  universal  natural  purity  and  godl.i  keness. 
Besides,  the  words  of  Job  are  as  contrary  to  the  orthodox 
doctrine  of  natural  depravity  when  understood  as  referring  to 
himself,  as  if  they  were  understood  as  referring  to  mankind  at 
large.  For  the  orthodox  doctrine  is  that  all  children,  without 
exceptioil^  that  are  born  in  the  natural  order,  are  bom  cor- 
rupt, and  to  prove  that  any  one  was  an  exception  to  the  rule, 
would  overthrow  the  doctrine  entirely.  My  opponent,  there- 
fore, is  obliged  to  take  Job's  words  figuratively.  But  why 
should  he  take  Job's  words  figuratively  and  not  David's  ?  For 
myself,  if  I  were  obliged  to  take  either  passage  literally,  I 
should  take  Job's  rather  than  David's.  Job  s  is  the  most 
comfortable  passage  of  the  two,  and  it  is  infinitely  more  worthy 
of  God.  It  is  true,  if  we  take  Job's  words  literally,  we  musi 
believe  that  Job  walked  earlier  than  other  children,  and  that 
he  became  a  guide  and  a  nurse  to  the  widow  at  a  period  wheti 
other  children  require  people  to  carry  and  to  nurse  them  ;  but 
this  is  not  near  so  great  a  mystery  as  the  Trinity.  Besides,  if 
we  take  David's  words  literally,  we  must  believe  that  God,  whose 
name  is  Holy,  who  hates  sin,  and  loves  righteousness,  makes 
people  with  sinful  natures,  so  that  they  cannot  help  but  sin  ; 
m&kes  them  so  that  they  can  no  more  do  right  than  they  can 
create  a  world,  till  he  makes  them  completely  over  again.  And 
this  is  blasphemy.  We  are  obliged,  therefore,  to  regard  the  pas- 
sages as  figurative.  We  do  not  think  that  David  and  Job  referred 
to  their  birth  at  all,  but  simply  to  their  own  character  or  be- 
haviour as  men.  We  believe  that  the  forms  of  expression 
which  they  used  were  intended  simply  to  convey  the  idea  that 
the  wickedness  of  the  one  was  very  great  and  inexcusable,  and 
that  the  benevolence  and  liberality  of  the  other  was  as  great, 
and  as  commendable.  I  regard  David  as  saying,  ^^  I  have 
acted  a  most  criminal  and  inexcusable  part ;  I  never  can  re- 
proach myself  too  much :"  and  I  regard  Job  as  saying,  "  I 
nave  done  my  duty  to  the  fatherless  and  widow  most  faith- 
fully, and  whoever  else  may  blame  me,  I  must  justify  myself." 
Taken  in  this  sense,  the  words  are  rational ;  tni  pasEfages  are 
botii  consistent  with  each  other,  and  consistent  With  the  doc- 
trine of  Jesus,  and  they  are  i^eeable  to  comnion  sense  as 
well. 
I  said,  that  if  wb  wers  to  take  such  paffsages  literally,  we 
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•bodld  make  the  sacred  writers  contradict  the  plainest  facts. 
The  words  of  Job  are  a  proof  of  tliis  ;  for  the  experience  of  the 
world  at  large  proves  that  children  are  unable  to  guide  the 
widow  the  moment  they  are  bom.  There  is  a  further  proof  of 
this  in  Psalm  Iviii.  3, — '^  The  wicked  are  estranged  from  the 
womb  :  they  go  astray  as  soon  as  they  be  bom,  speaking  lies.*' 
Now  we  know  that  children  can  no  more  ttUl'  as  soon  as  they 
are  bom,  than  they  can  walk  as  soon  as  they  are  bom.  They 
are  longer  in  learning  to  talk,  than  they  are  in  learning  to 
walk.  But  if  children  cannot  tM  as  soon  as  they  are  bom, 
they  cannot  tell  lies  as  soon  as  they  are  bom.  If,  therefore, 
we  take  the  words  of  the  Psalnust  literally,  we  make  them 
contradict  the  plainest  facts,  and  outrage  the  experience  and 
common  sense  of  the  whole  human  race.  We  cannot,*therefore, 
take  them  literally.  The  Psalmist  could  not  use  them  literally. 
His  meaning  was  plainly  this,  "Those  wicked  people,  my 
persecutors,  are  dreadful  liars  :  they  forge  and  spread  abroad 
falsehoods  with  the  most  unconscionable  eagerness."  That  he 
cannot  be  teaching  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  natural  depravity 
is  plain  from  the  fact,  that  he  speaks  only  of  the  wicked. 
**  The  vncked  are  estranged,"  <fec.  Whereas,  if  he  had  been 
'teaching  orthodoxy,  he  would  have  said  fiiankind,  aU  men, 
whether  wicked  or  righteous,  "  are  estranged  from  the  womb, 
«nd  go  astray  as  soon  as  they  are  bom,  speaking  lies." 

I  would  further  observe,  that  a  similar  form  of  expression 
•occurs  in  the  New  Testament,  where  it  is  plainly  used  to  ex- 
press, not  the  state  in  which  the  person  referred  to  was  bom^ 
out  his  character  or  position  at  the  time  then  being.  It  will 
be  remembered,  perhaps,  that  when  the  man  who  had  been  bom 
blind,  and  who  had  been  cured  by  Jesus,  was  lecturing  the  Phari- 
sees, the  Pharisees  replied,  "  Thou  wast  altogether  born  in  sin, 
<and  dost  thou  teach  us  ?"  Now  if  those  words  referred  to 
«uch  a  doctrine  as  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  natural  depravity, 
they  were  as  applicable  to  the  Pharisees,  as  to  any  one  else. 
Cut  it  is  plain  that  those  forms  of  expression  had  no  such 
meaning  as  used  among  the  Jews ;  that  they  were  not  employed 
by  them  to  fix  the  d<Ue  of  a  man's  wickedness,  but  to  express 
its  amount ;  that  they  are  used  as  adverbs  of  quality  or  quan- 
Mty,  and  not  of  time. 

If  we  are  blamed  for  not  taking  all  such  expressions  literalfy, 
.we  would  observe,  that  those  who  blame  us  do  not  take  them 
literally  themselves.  They  may  not  interpret  them  exactly  as 
vte  do,  but  none  of  them  take  them  literaUy.  While  they 
blame  us  for  not  taking  them  literally,  they  are  still  incon- 
sistent enough  to  refuse  to  interpret  them  literally  themselves. 
They  may  revile  us  as  they  please  for  refusing  to  take  every 
form  of  Scripture  expression  literally,  we  cannot  allow  their 
i«5riling8  to  move  us,  so  long  as  they  themselves  do  the  same. 
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Who  believes  that  the  posterity  of  Abi-ahatn  is  as  numerou* 
>as  the  stars  of  heaven,  or  the  sands  on  the  sea  shore  ?  Who 
believes  that  the  walls  of  the  old  Canaanitish  cities  reached  to 
heaven  ?  In  short,  who  believes  that  any  child  ever  told  lies 
as  soon  as  it  was  born  1 

Another  passage  that  is  quoted  in  proof  of  the  orthodox  doc- 
of  natural  depravity  is,  Job  xv.  14, — '"  What  is  man  that  he 
should  be  clean  ?  or  he  that  is  born  of  a  woman  that  he  should 
be  righteous  ?"  But  we  observe,  1.  If  this  text  proves  any 
thing  about  natural  depravity,  it  proves  that  it  is  incwrahle ; 
it  teaches  not  that  a  child  is  bad  to  begin  with,  but  that  he 
never  can  become  good,  even  when  a  man.  But,  2.  It  is  not 
Ood  nor  Job  tliat  speaks  those  words,  but  Eliphaz,  who  in  verso 
4,  charges  Job  with  casting  off  the  fear  of  God,  and  re- 
straing  prayer  before  God.  They  are  the  words  of  Job's  err- 
ing accuser,  and  not  the  words  of  God. 

Another  passage  brought  forward  in  proof  of  this  doctrine, 
is  Rom.  V.  19, — "  As  by  one  man's  disobedience  many  were 
made  sinners;  so  by  the  obedience  of  one  shall  many  be  mado 
righteous,"  <fec.  On  this  possage  we  observe,  1.  If  it  proves 
that  all  are  literally  made  wicked,  sinfid,  by  one  man's  sin,  it 
proves  that  all  shall  literally  be  made  righteous  by  one  man's 
obedience.  None,  therefore,  can  consistently  take  this  passage 
in  proof  that  all  are  literally,  really  made  wicked  by  Adam, 
but  such  as  are  prepared  to  admit  that  all  shall  literally, 
really  be  made  good  by  Jesus  Christ.  If  tha  passage  does  not 
prove  universal  restoration,  it  does  not  prove  universal  depra- 
vity. Th.e  all  in  the  last  part  of  the  text,  is  as  great  as  the  all 
in  the  first  part  of  the  text ;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  wa 
'Sliould  take  the  word  sinners  literally,  which  would  not  require 
us  to  take  the  word  righteous  literally.  Unless  we  are  pre- 
pared to  say  that  all  are  literally  made  good  by  Christ,  we 
have  no  right  to  say  that  all  are  literally  made  bad  by 
Adam.  2.  The  tnith  is,  the  passage  has  no  reference  either  to 
wickedness  or  righteousness  as  those  terms  are  generally  un- 
derstood. The  words  are  used  in  this  passage  in  the  sense  of 
suffering,  and  deliverance  from  suffering.  What  the  apostle 
is  proving  is,  that  God  is  not  bound  to  govern  himself  in  the 
bestowment  of  blessings,  or  in  the  infliction  of  sufiFering,  by  a 
regard  to  the  law  of  Moses, — that  God  did  not  bind  himself  by  the 
■law  in  ancient  times, — that  he  sent  death  among  men  before  the 
law  of  Moses  existed,  and  when  no  such  law,  in  fact,  was  in 
existence, — and  that  God  will  restore  life  to  people  without 
any  regard  to  such  law,  <S?c.  And  the  passage  appears  to  be 
'Of  the  same  signification  as  the  one  in  1  Cor.  xv, — "  As  by 
Adam  all  die  ;  so  by  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive."  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  orthodox  depravity  whatever.  Those  who 
would  wish  to  see  this  passage  ufifolded  at  length,  ax^  to*  see 
the  reasonings  by  which  this  interpretation  is  supported,  may 
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read  tlie  work  on  Original  Sin,  by  Dr.  John  Taylor,  of  Norwich, 
which  I  have  lately  republished,  and  which  may  be  had  for 
Is.  4d.  bds. 

Another  passage  quoted  in  support  of  the  orthodox  doctrine 
of  natural  depravity  is  Eph.  ii.  3, — "  And  were  by  nature  th« 
children  of  wrath,  even  as  others."  On  these  words  we  ob- 
serve, 1.  That  they  refer  to  wpgrown  sinners,  not  to  new-bom 
hahes.  The  persons  spoken  of  are  described  in  the  words  going 
before,  as  walking  or  living  in  sins  according  to  the  course  or 
custom  of  the  world,  as  living  according  to  the  lust«  of  their 
flesli,  and  fulfilling  the  desires  of  tlie  flesh,  and  of  their  mind  ; 
and  it  is  after  stating  these  things  that  the  apostle  adds  that 
tiiey  were  children  of  wrath.  The  passage  appears  to  me  to 
be  teaching,  1.  that  the  persons  referred  to  were  wicked  by 
their  own  fault,  and  not  in  consequence  of  being  badly  made 
by  God,  and  2.  that  they  were  under  wrath  in  consequenoe 
of  their  own  wickedness,  and  not  in  consequence  of  the  sin 
of  Adam.  Again ;  in  chapter  v.  6,  Paul  teaches  us  most 
plainly,  that  the  wrath  of  God  comes  upon  paople,  not  on 
account  of  the  one  offence  of  Adam,  but  on  account  of  their 
own  transgressions.  After  having  cautioned  people  against 
«ovetousness,  idolatry,  fornication,  adultery,  and  the  like,  he 
adds,  "  Let  no  man  deceive  you  with  vain  or  false  words,  for 
because  of  these  things  cometh  the  wrath  of  God  on  the  children 
of  disobedience."  The  apostle,  then,  does  not  teach  that  we 
are  either  corrupt  or  under  God's  wrath  on  account  of  the  sin 
of  Adam,  nor  does  he  teach  that  we  are  born  corrupt  at  all. 

But  what  are  we  to  understand,  asks  our  opponent,  by  the 
words,  "  Were,  bif  nature^  the  children  of  wrath."  I  answer, 
the  word  translated  by  nature  has  various  significations.  In 
Gal.  iv.  8,  it  appears  to  mean  really,  truly.  Thus  the  apostle 
says,  "  When  ye  knew  not  God,  ye  did  service  to  them  which 
by  nature  are  no  Gods."  That  is,  ye  served  those  which  in 
reality  or  in  truth  are  no  Gods.  They  may  be  Gods  in  the 
the  estimation  of  their  worshippfii-s,  but  they  are  not  Gods  in 
reality.  And  this  appears  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  words  in 
the  passage  under  consideration :  "  Were  by  nature^  that  is, 
in  reality,  children  of  wrath."  In  the  estimation  of  some,  who 
would  fain  have  deceived  them  with  vain  or  false  words,  they 
were  not  under  wrath  ;  but  in  reality y  in  tvi^h,  they  toere. 
The  word  translated  naiure,  occurs  fourteen  times  in  the  New 
Testament,  but  in  no  case  does  it  mean  descent  from  Adam.  The 
following  are  all  the  places  where  it  is  translated  nt^twre,  except 
the  passages  under  consideration.  '^  Did  change  the  naiuraZ  uae 
into  that  which  is  against  nature.*' — Rom.  i.  26.  "  When  the 
<3entiles,  which  have  not  the  law,  do  by  nature  the  things 
which  are  contained  in  the  law." — 'Bom.  ii.  14.  '^  And  shall 
not  uncircumcision,  which  is  by  nature^  if  it  fulfil  the  law. 
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judge  thee,"  <bc. — Rdm.  ii.  27.  "  Doth  not  nature  teach? 
you  ?"  <fcc. — 1  Cor.  xi.  14^  "  We  who  are  Jews  by  nature**' 
-—Gal.  ii.  6.  " Partakers  of  the  divine  nature*' — 2,  Peter  i.  4. 
"  The  olive  tree  which  is  wild  by  nattire.'*  "  Grafted  contrary 
to  nature.*^ — Rom.  xi.  24.  It  will  be  seen  that  in  none  of 
those  cases  is  it  used  to  signify  men's  descent  from  Adam. 

I  may  further  observe,  that  even  Adam  Clarke,  though  a 
believer  in  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  natural  depravity,  con- 
tends that  this  doctrine  is  not  taught  by  the  words  under  con- 
sideration. In  his  notes  on  Eph.  ii.  3,  he  has  these  words  i 
— "  The  words  in  the  text  have  often  been  quoted  to  prove  the 
doctrine  of  original  sin,  but  though  that  doctrine  be  an  awful 
tniih,  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  intended  here."  He  also  says^ 
"  The  apostle  appears  to  speak  of  sinful  habits :  and,  as  we 
say,  HABIT  is  a  second  nature :  and  as  these  persons  acted  fromi 
the  liists  of  the  flesh  and  of  the  mind,  they  thus  became,  by  their 
vidous  hMts,  or  second  nature,  children  of  wrath  ;  pei'sons 
exposed  to  perdition." 

In  his  notes  on  Gal.  ii.  15, — "  We  who  are  Jews  by  ncEture^ 
ond  not  sinners  of  the  Gentiles  :"  he  has  the  following  remarks. 
^*  Some  have  translated  this  passage  thus,  '  we  Jews,  and  not 
Gentiles,  sinners  by  nature  :  "  for  it  is  supposed  that  phusei 
here,  refers  to  that  natural  corruption  which  every  man  bringS' 
into  the  world."  And  then  he  adds  ;  "Now  though  the  doc- 
trine hi  ti'ue — ^yet  it  can  neither  be  supported  from  this  place, 
nor  even  from  Eph.  ii.  3."  And  he  further  adds,  "It  appears- 
from  the  use  of  the  word  by  some  of  the  best  Greek  authors, 
ihsitphuiei  did  not  signify  by  nature  as  we  use  the  word.'* 
He  tJien  refers  us  to  -Rom.  ii.  16,  and  says,  that  there  "it  is- 
proved  that  phusei,  by  nature,  in  several  connections,  mean» 
truly,  certainly,  incontestibly,  ;"  and  that  the  words  "  Werer 
by  nature  children  of  wrath,"  means  "were  beyond  all  contra^ 
versy,  exposed  to  punishment." 

On  Rom.  ii.  16,  A.  Clarke  has  many  similar  remarks,  all 
tending  to  prove  that  phusei  means  truly,  certainly. 

I  would  also  repeat,  that  it  is  impossible  that  God  should  be 
angry  with  little  new-born  children.  To  say  that  God  is  angry 
with  innocent,  unoffending  babes,  is  the  most  awful  blasphemy. 
Suppose  that  children  were  born  with  a  corrupt  nature,  it 
would  not  be  their  fault.  What  would  people  think  of  me,  if 
/  were  to  ba  angry  with  my  new-born  children  ?  I  should  be 
counted  a  monster,  and  doemed  unfit  to  live.  And  shall  we 
attribtite  to  God  a  dogroo  of  unreasonableness  and  cruelty 
which  would  be  thought  intolerable  in  a  man  ?  It  is  a  pity 
that  people  should  not  use  a  little  common  sense  in  forming, 
their  religious  opinions. 

Another  passage  which  is  quoted  in  support  of  the  orthodox 
iloctrine  of  natural  depravity,  is  Eccles.  vii,  29, — "Lo„thiA 
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only  hare  I  found,  that  God  hath  made  man  upright ;  but 
they  have  sought  out  many  inventions."  But  this  cannot  re- 
fer particularly  to  Adam  ;  for  Adam  did  not  ^^  seek  out  many 
inventions."  It  refers  to  men  generally,  to  mankind;  hencQ 
he  says,  "  they  have  sought  out  many  inventions."  And  it  is 
true  of  men  generally  that  they  have  sought  out  many  inven- 
tions. But  if  the  words  refer  to  men  generally,  they  will 
prove  that  God,  in  the  opinion  of  the  writer,  makes  all  men 
upright,  or  ri^kt ;  that  their  nature  is  good.  And  this  is  the 
meaning  of  the  passage  ;  God  makes  all  men  right,  and  if  they 
go  wrong,  it  is  their  own  fault.     See  Taylor,  p.  81. 

Another  passage  which  is  brought  forward  by  orthodox 
teachers  to  prove  their  doctrine  of  original  depravity,  is  Jer.xvii. 
9.  "  The  heart  is  deceitful  above  all  things  and  desperately  wick- 
ed: who  can  know  it?"  But,  1.  It  cannot  mean  that  e»e>y 
man's  heart  is  so  ;  for  we  read  of  some  who  were  not  deceitful  at 
all,  who  were  without  guile.  2.  It  does  not  say  that  any  man's 
heart  is  naJturally  deceitful  and  wicked.  3.  It  does  not  trace  th» 
deceitfulness  and  wickedness  of  men's  hearts  to  Adam  or  God. 
4.  We  know  that  children  generally  are  the  opposite  of  deceit- 
ful and  wicked.  Look  at  them  ;  their  artlessness  or  guilekss- 
ness  is  proverbial.  I  was  in  a  company  of  people  lately,  and 
they  were  speaking  about  children.  Some  child  had  been  ill, 
and  when  it  got  a  little  better,  it  showed  it  by  beginning  to 
talk  cheerfully,  and  run  about  again.  "Aye,"  said  one  of" 
them,  an  orthodox  woman  for  aught  I  know,  "  There's  no 
deceit  in  children."  And  hear  what  Christ  says,  "  Suffer  little 
children  to  come  unto  me,  and  forbid  them  not,  for  of  such  is 
the  kingdom  of  heaven."  5.  The  words  can  enly  refer  to  per- 
sons that  by  long  continuance  in  evil  ways,  have  thoroughly 
corrupted  themselves,  and  become  incorrigible.  DesperaJtely 
wicked,  means  hopelessly,  incurably  wicked  ;  and  men  are  not 
born  incurably  wicked,  even  on  the  orthodox  theory. 

We  are  next  referred  to  the  first  and  third  chapters  of  Ro- 
mans. But  we  observe,  first.  This  wickedness  is  not  repre- 
sented as  natural ;  it  is  spoken  of  as  the  result  of  men's 
unfaithfulness  to  the  light  God  gave  to  them.  Hence  the  apos- 
tle says,  "  They  are  without  excuse  ;  because  that,  when  they 
knew  God,  they  glorified  him  not  as  God,  neither  were  thank- 
ful ;  but  became  vain  in  their  imaginations,  and  their  foolish 
heart  was  darkened."  Rom.  i.  21.  And  again,  verse  28,  <fcc.,  he 
says,  "  And  even  as  they  did  not  like  to  retain  God  in  their- 
knowledge,  God  gave  them  over  to  a  reprobate  mind,  to  do 
those  things  which  are  not  convenient ;  being  filled  with  all  un- 
righteousness, fornication,  wickedness,  covetousness,  malicious- 
ness ;  full  of  envy,  murder,  debate,  deceit,  malignity  ;  whis- 
perers, backbiters,  haters  of  God,  despiteful,  proud,  boasters^ 
inventors  of  evil  things,  disobedient  to  parents,  without  under- 
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standing,  covenant  breakers,  without  natural  affection,  impla^ 
cable,  unmerciful."     But  would  those  persons  have  been  with- 
out excuse,  if  they  had  been  born  with  a  nature  wholly  corrupt, 
and  if  their  sins  had  been  the  unavoidable  fruits  of  their  natural 
■corruption?     Would  they  not  have  had  the  best  excuse  for 
iheir  sins  that  men  could  have  ?     Suppose  that  God  had  made 
me  totally  corrupt,  and  had  never  made  me  over  again ;  suppose 
that  he  had  made  me  totally  corrupt,  and  left  me  under  the 
power  of  this  corruption  ;  and  suppose  that  after  this  natural 
And  unavoidable  corruption  had  come  forth  and  shown  itself  in 
various  kinds  of  sins,  God  should  call  me  to  judgment,  and  ask 
me  what  excuse  I  had  to  offer  for  myself,  should  I  be  at  any 
loss  ?    Not  at  all.     I  should  say  at  once,  "  I  have  the  best 
excuse  of  all :  I  cquld  not  help  it,    I  was  born  with  a  nature 
wholly  corrupt,  and  without  any  power  to  mend  or  make  anew 
my  nature  ;  and  I  could  no  more  hinder  my  corrupt  nature 
from  coming  forth  in  corrupt  deeds,  than  I  could  hinder  a  bad 
tree  from  bringing  forth  bad  fruit,  or  a  bitter  fountain  from 
sending  forth  bittA*  streams."     And  I  should  add,  "Thou 
knowest  that  what  I  say  is  true,  for  thou  art  my  Maker. — 
Thou  knowest  1  was  made  in  the  image  of  the  devil  and  the 
beast,  and  that  thou  didst  never  make  me  over  again  ;  so  that 
it  was  impossible  that  I  should  have  done  otherwise  than  1 
have."     And  this  would  justify  me  before  a  rigiiteous  judge. 
It  w^ould  justify  me  before  a  reasonable  ma7i,  much  more  be- 
fore an  infinitely  reasonable  and  loving  God.     Again  ;  none  of 
^  the  sins  which  are  mentioned  in  Romans  i.,  are  said  to  be  the 
offspring  of  natural  corruption,  or  the  offspring  of  men's  own  na- 
ture ;  but  some  of  them  are  said  to  be  against  nature,  contrary 
I  to  nature.     "  The  women  did  change  the  natural  use  into  that 

7  which  is  against  nature."    Again  ;  it  is  certain  that  what  is 

i  here  said  was  not  intended  to  be  applied  to  all  men  ;  that  there 

I  were  some  men,  both  among  Jews  and  Gentiles,  that  were  truly 

,  good  ;  and  that  if  the  rest  were  not  good,  the  apostle  could 

have  no  right  to  blame  them,  unless  their  natures  and  their 
circumstances  were  such  as  to  make  it  possible  for  them  to  be 
good. 

We  are  next  told  of  the  wickedness  of  mankind  before  the 
•  flood  ;  but  the  wickedness  of  mankind  before  the  flood  is  no 

proof  that  men  %re  born  corrupt ;  for,  1.  It  is  said,  that  men 
j  corrupted  their  way.     *'  And  God  looked  upon  the  earth,  and, 

behold,  it  was  corrupt;  for  all  flesh  had  corrupted  his  way 
upon  the  earth." — Gen.  vi.  12.  They  had  not  been  made  cor- 
rupt to  begin  with  ;  they  had  corrupted  themselves.  2.  If 
they  had  corrupted  their  way  because  their  nature  was  corrupt, 
how  could  God  have  blamed  them  and  destroyed  them  tor 
their  corruption.  The  proper  way  would  have  been  to  have 
made  men  over  again,  and^iven  them  a.  better  nature,  if  their 
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^fla^t  nature  would  not  allow  them  to  do  right.  3.  AU  ifren 
-^^re  not  wicked  even  before  the  flood.  Noah  was  righteous. 
And  I  suppose  he  had  no  better  nature  to  begin  with  than  his 
neighbours  had.  And  if  Noah  had  no  better  nature  than  his 
neighbours,  what  could  hinder  his  neighbours  from  being  as 
good  as  he,  but  their  own  unfaithfulness,  their  wilful  oppo- 
sition to  God's  will  ?  If  it  be  said  that  God  mended  Noah's 
nature,  and  that  that  was  the  reason  Noah  was  good,  I  reply. 
Why  did  not  God  mend  the  nature  of  the  rest,  if  he  knew  that 
that  was  the  only  way  to  make  men  good  ?  But,  4.  Suppose 
that  every  man,  Noah  and  all,  had  gone  wrong,  it  would  not 
have  proved  that  they  were  born  or  made  with  corrupt  natures, 
for  Adam  and  Eve  went  wrong,  and  we  all  believe  that  tk^ 
were  not  made  with  bad  natures.  If  all  J;he  world  could  go 
wrong  in  paradise,  when  men's  natures  were  all  right,  what 
should  make  it  impossible  for  all  the  world  to  go  wrong  with- 
out a  bad  nature  afterwards  ?  And  the  same  answer  may  be 
made  to  the  argument  drawn  from  the  prevalence  of  wicked- 
ness in  the  days  of  Christ  and  his  apostles',  and  in  the  present 
day.  The  sins  of  men  now  no  more  prove  that  they  are  bom 
corrupt,  than  the  sins  of  Adam  and  Eve  in  the  beginning  prove 
that  they  were  made  corrupt. 

But  our  orthodox  opponents  ask,  Why  do  children  suffer 
and  die  if  they  are  not  corrupt  ?  We  answer,  1.  Because  God 
loves  both  them  and  us.  He  would  increase  our  love  and  tend- 
erness ;  he  would  draw  our  souls  from  earth,  and  unite  them 
to  himself.  If  our  children  did  not  suffer,  we  should  not  love 
them  so  weJl.  If  there  were  not  pain  among  men,  there  would  ' 
be  less  sympathy  ;  and  sympathy  or  love  is  man's  excellency 
and  perfection.  If  all  that  we  love  most  were  to  remain  on 
earth,  we  should  be  less  likely  to  think  of  God  and  heaven, — 
and  less  likely  to  answer  the  great  end  ot  our  existence.  And 
God  may  have  other  reasons  for  afflicting  children.  But,  2. 
If  suffering  and  death  are  always  punishments.  Why  do  saints 
suffer  and  die  who  are  restored  to  God's  image  ?  3,  Why 
was  the  blind  man,  mentioned  in  John  ix.  born  blind?  Was 
it  because  he  or  his  parents  had  previously  sinned?  Nay,  says 
Christ,  but  that  the  works  of  God  might  be  made  manifest  in 
him.  So  we  may  say  in  reference  to  all  similar  sufferings  to 
which  people  are  liable.  It  is  not  because  eimer  they  or  their 
parents  sinned  ;  nor  is  it  because  they  were  born  with  cor- 
rupt natures ;  but  that  the  working  of  God  may  be  made 
manifest  through  them, — that  God  may  reveal  his  wisdom 
and  his  goodness  the  more  fully  through  their  means.  But,  4, 
Suppose  it  were  proved  true  that  children  were  bom  with  a 
corrupt  nature,  would  it  be  right  in  God  to  punish  them  for 
it  ?  Would  it  be  right  in  God  to  punish  children  for  havinjf 
A  corrupt  nature,  when  he  himself  had  given  them  that  nature? 
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We  have  already  shown  that  children  are  made  by  God,  aD4' 
hovv  could  a  just  and  loving  God  punish  children  for  being 
wrong  made,  when  he  himself  was  their  maker.  My  opponent 
says  it  would  be  unjust  in  God  to  afflict  or  destroy  little 
children,  unless  they  were  in  some  sense  sinners.  I  answer, 
it  would  be  still  more  unjust  in  God  to  make  little  children 
sinners,  and  then  to  punish  them  for  being  so  in  at  the  bargain. 
It  would  make  the  injustice  and  the  cruelty  double,  both 
to  make  them  wrong,  and  then  to  punish  them  for  being 
wrong.  But  there  is  no  end  to  the  absurdities  and  blasphe- 
mies of  this  doctrine. 

Before  I  conclude,  I  wish  to  give  the  remarks  of  Adam 
Clarke  on  these  words  of  Christ  and  of  Paul,  which  I  quoted 
in  the  discussion,  in  proof  of  the  natural  purity  and  spotless- 
ness  of  children.  Oh  Matt,  xviii,  3,  '^  Except  ye  be  convertedy 
and.become  cts  Utile  children,  ye  shall  not  enter  into  the  kingdom 
of  heaven;  "  he  says,  ^^  Become  as  little  children;  that  is,  be  as 
truly  without  worldly  ambition,  and  lust  of  power,  as  little 
children  are,  who  act  among  themselves  as  if  all  were  equal." 
Again,  he  says,  on  vers«  6,  "Our  Lord  in  the  preceding 
verses  considers  a  little  child  as  an  emblem  of  a  genuine  dis^ 
ciple,**     On  Matt,  xix,  14,  A.  Clarke  has  the  following  note. 

**  0/  sttch  is  the  kingdom  of  heavenJ]  Or,  the  kingdom  of 
heaven  was  composed  of  such.  This  appears  to  be  the  best  sense 
of  the  passage,  and  utterly  ruins  the  whole  inhuman,  diabolical 
system  of  what  is  called  non-elect  infants'  damnation  ;  a  doc- 
trine which  must  have  sprung  from  Moloch,  and  can  only  be 
defended  by  a  heart  in  which  he  dwells.  A  great  part  of  God's 
kingdom  is  composed  of  such,  literally :  and  those  only  who 
rese7nble  little  children  shall  be  received  into  it ;  see  on  chap, 
xviii.  3.  Christ  loves  little  children  because  he  loves  simpli- 
city and  innocence  ;  he  has  sanctified  their  very  age  by  passing 
through  it  himself — the  Holy  Jesus  was  once  a  little  ehild,'^ 

The  words  of  Christ  do  indeed  throw  down  "  the  inhuman 
doctrine  of  infant  damnation,"  but  they  certainly  throw  down 
the  doctrine  of  birth-sin,  or  natural  depravity  as  well. 

In  his  note  on  1  Cor.  xiv,  20,  "In  malice  or  wickedness  be 
children,  &c.,"  he  has  these  words,  "  Be  ye  as  infants  which 
neither  speak,  nor  do,  nor  purpose  eviU*  But  what  kind  of 
sinners  are  they  that  neither  speak,  nor  do,  nor  purpose  eml\ 
What  a  blessing  it  would  be,  if  all  who  profess  to  be  reHgious, 
and  all  who  call  themselves  ministers  of  the  gospel,  were  to  be 
convei-ted  and  become  such  sinners  again.  Children  totally 
depraved,  and  yet  neither  speaking,  nor  doing,  nor  purposing 
any  evil !  I  wish  the  w^orld  were  full  of  such  depravity.  Even 
my  opponent  would  be  no  worse  for  a  little  such  depravity  as 
ihat*    But  I  must  leave  this  subject,  and  proceed  to  others. 
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I  have  shown  during  the  Discussion,  that  there  is  not  an 
argument  on  which  my  opponent  rests  his  defence  of  the  Trin- 
ty,  which  is  not  given  up  by  some  or  other  of  the  most  enlight- 
ened and  unprejudiced  amoug  Trinitarians  themselves.  I  have 
shown,  that  the  passages  quoted  l)y  my  opponent  in  support  of 
the  Tiinity,  &c.,  are  proved  by  tlie  most  eminent  critics  and 
commentators,  even  among  Trinitarians  themselves  to  teach 
.  no  such  doctrine.  I  now  come  to  show,  that  the  most  enlight- 
ened and  respectable  Trinitarians  differ  from  my  opponent  on 
other  important  matters.  ^ 

My  opponent  contends,  that  none  can  be  Christians  but  those 
who  believe  in  the  Trinity,  <fec.,  and  he  speaks  as  if  he  would 
fain  make  people  believe  that  those  who  doubt  or  deny  the 
Trinity,  are  the  vilest  men  in  the  world.  Let  us  hear  how 
differently  some  Trinitarians  speak  on  this  subject. 

**  I  must  also  do  this  right  to  the  Unitarians  as  to  own,  that 
their  rules  in  morality  are  exact  and  severe;  that  they  are 
generally  men  of  probity,  justice,  and  charity,  and  seem  to  be 
very  much  in  earnest  in  pressing  the  obligations  to  very  high 
degrees  in  virtue." — Bishop  Burnett. 

"With  regard  to  their  moral  code,  the  principles  of  the  Uni- 
tarians do  not  seem  to  admit  their  loosening,  in  the  least,  the 
bonds  of  duty :  on  the  contrary,  they  appear  to  be  actuated 
by  an  earnest  desire  to  promote  practical  religion.  Love  is, 
with  them,  the  fulfilling  of  the  law  ;  and  the  habitual  practice 
of  virtue,  from  a  principle  of  love  to  God  and  benevolence  to 
man,  is,  in  their  judgment,  the  sum  and  substance  of  Chris- 
tianity."— Dr.  Adams  :  Religious  World  Displayed, 

The  following,  perhaps,  may  teach  my  opponent  more  lessons 
than  one.  If  it  should  lead  him  to  reflect  on  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  conducted  the  present  controversy,  it  will  be  well. 

"  To  do  right  to  the  writers  on  that  [the  Unitarian]  side,  I 
must  own,  that  generally  they  are  a  pattern  of  the  fair  way  of 
disputing,  and  of  debating  matters  of  religion  without  heat  and 
unseemly  reflections  upon  their  adversaries They  gene- 
rally argue  matters  with  that  temper  and  gravity,  and  with 
that  freedom  from  passion  and  transport,  which  becomes  a 
serious  and  weighty  argument ;  and,  for  the  most  part,  they 
reason  closely  and  clearly,  with  extraordinary  guard  and  cau- 
tion, with  great  dexterity  and  decency,  and  yet  with  smartness 
And  subtilty  enough  ;  with  a  very  gentle  heat,  and  few  hard 
words^virtues  to  be  praised  wherever  they  are  found,  yea  even 
in  an  enemy,  and  VERY  WORTHY  OUR  IMITATION."— 
Archbishop  Tillotson. 

Dr.  Doddridge,  in  a  letter  to  Dr.  Lardner,  a  distinguished 
Unitarian,  speaks  of  him  as  follows  : — 

"  I  do  actually  feel  a  constant  and  deep  sense  of  your  good- 
A«M  to  me;  and,  which  is  much  more,  of  your  continual 
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If  stdmess  to  serve  the  public  with  those  distinguished  abilities 
whkh  God  has  been  pleased  to  give  you,  and  which  have  rei>- 
dered  your  writings  so  great  a  blessing  to  the  Christian  world. 

In  the  interpretation  of  particular  texts,  and  the  manner 

of  stating  particular  doctrines,  good  men  and  good  friends  may 
ibave  different  apprehensions:  but  you  always- propose  your 
sentiments  with  such  good  humour,  modesty,  candour,  and 
fr&nkness,  as  is  very  amiable  and  exemplary  ;  and  the  grand 
desire  of  spreading  riffhteousness,  benevolence,  prudence,  th« 
fear  of  God,  and  a  heaVenly  temper  and  conversation,  so  plainly 
appears  in  your  works,  particularly  in  this  volume  of  sermons, 
that,  were  I  a  much  stricter  Calvinist  than  I  am,  I  should 
honour  and  love  the  author,  though  I  did  not  personally 
know  him." — Dr.  Doddridge  :  Let,  to  Dr,  Lardn^^r, 

John  Wesley  calls  Michael  Servetus,  the  person  whom  Cal- 
vin got  burnt  for  not  believing  the  Trinity,  "A  wise  and  holy 
man,"  and  he  speaks  of  Mr.  Firmin,  an  eminent  Unitarian, 
as  "  undoubtedly  a  pious  man." 

The  manner  in  which  Mr.  Cooke  spoke  of  Dr.  Priestley 
during  the  Discussion,  was  truly  melancholy.  See  how  differ- 
ently Robert  Hall,  one  of  the  ablest  Trinitarian  writers  that 
ever  lived,  speaks  of  him. 

"The  religious  tenets  of  Dr.  Priestley  appear  to  me  erroneous- 
in  the  extreme ;  but  I  should  be  sorry  to  suffer  any  difference- 
of  sentiment  to  diminish  my  sensibility  to  virtue,  or  my  admi- 
ration of  genius.  From  him  the  poisoned  arrow  will  fall 
pointless.  His  enlightened  and  active. mind,  his  unwearied 
assiduity,  the  extent  of  his  researches,  the  light  he  has  poured 
into  almost  every  department  of  science,  will  be  the  admiration 
of  that  period  when  the  greater  part  of  those  who  have  favoured^ 
or  those  who  have  opposed  him,  will  be  alike  forgotten.  Dis- 
tinguished merit  will  ever  rise  superior  to  oppression,  and  will 
draw  lustre  from  reproach.  The  vapours  which  gather  round 
the  rising  sun,  and  follow  it  in  its  course,  seldom  fail,  at  the 
close  of  it,  to  form  a  magnificent  theatre  for  its  reception,  and 
tio  invest  with  variegated  tints,  and  with  a  softened  effulgence, 
the  luminary  they  cannot  hide." — Robert  Hall  :  Christianity- 
consistent  with  a  Love  of  Freedom;    Works,  vol.  iii.  p.  28. 

How  delightful  such  sentiments  are,  compared  with  the- 
narrowness  and  un charitableness  which  we  meet  with  so  often 
in  othe?  writers. 

The  following  refers  to  the  late  Dr.  Carpenter,  of  Bristol, 
father  to  P.  Carpenter,  to  whom  I  referred  in  the  Discussion. 

"  My  previous  impressions  of  his  [Dr.  Lant  Carpenter's] 
amiable  and  upright  character  have  been  strengthened  by  the 
perusal  of  his  work  [entitled,  "  An  Examination  of  Charges 
against  Unitarians  and  Unitarianism. ']  His  candour,  integ- 
rity, and  good  temper,  besidea  his.  intellectual  ability,  give  to^ 
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his  writings  an  immense  adrantage  orer  the  imhecile  arrogance, 
the  rash  crudities,  and  the  still  more  dishonourable  artifices, 
of  some  persons  on  whom  he  hstS  felt  himself  called  to  animad- 
rert." — Dr.  J.  P.  Smith  :  Script,  Test,  vol.  iii.  p.  433. 

*•  It  would  be  absurd  to  hold,  that  there  was  any  thing  to 
corrupt  virtue,  or  outrage  decency,  in  tenets  which  have  beexit 
advocated  in  our  own  days  by  men  of  such  eminent  talents, 
exemplary  piety,  and  pure  lives,  es  Price,  Priestley,  and  Chan- 
ning,  and  to  which  there  is  reason  to  think  neither  Milton  nor 
Newton  were  disinclined." — Lobd  Jeffrey. 

*'  When  we  look  back  on  the  days  of  Newton,  we  annex  a 
kind  of  mysterious  greatness  to  him,  who,  by  the  pure  force 
of  his  understanding,  rose  to  such  a  gigantic  elevation  above 
the  level  of  ordinary  men — and  the  kings  and  warriors  of  other 
days  sink  into  insignificance  around  him — and  he,  at  this  mo-> 
ment,  stands  forth  to  the  public  eye,  in  a  prouder  array  of 
glory  than  circles  the  memory  of  all  the  men  of  former  genera- 
tions— and  while  all  the  vulgar  grandeur  of  other  days  is  now 
mouldering  in  forgetfulness,  the  acheivements  of  our  great 
astronomer  are  still  fresh  in  the  veneration  of  his  countrymen, 
and  they  carry  him  forward  on  the  stream  of  time,  with  a 
reputation  ever  gathering,  and  the  triumphs  of  a  distinction* 

tJbat  will  never  die I  cannot  forbear  to  do  honour  to  the 

unpretending  greatness  of  Newton,  than  whom  I  know  not  if 
ever  there  lighted  on  the  face  of  our  world,  one  in  the  charac- 
ter of  whose  admirable  genius  so  much  force  and  so  much 
humility  were  more  attractively  blended". — Dr.  Chalmers  : 
Astronomical  Discourses^  pp.  60,  71. 

"  When  I  look  at  the  steady  and  unmoved  Christianity  of 
this  wonderful  man  [Sir  Isaac  Newton] ;  so  far  from  seeing 
any  symptom  of  dotage  and  imbecility,  or  any  forgetfulness  of 
those  principles  on  which  the  fabric  of  his  philosophy  is  reared, 
I  see,  that,  in  sitting  down  to  the  work  of  a  Bible  commen- 
tator, he  hath  given  us  their  most  beautiful  and  most  consistent 
exemplification." — Dr.  Chambers:  AstronomicalDiscourses,'p, 
87,  88.  [In  his  Preface,  pp.  7,  8,  where  the  writer  endea- 
vours to  qualify  his  eloquent  panegyric  on  Newton  as  an  inter- 
preter of  the  Bible,  he  admits,  what  some  deny,  that  he  was  a 
Unitarian.]" 

"  At  least  three  quarters  of  my  time  have  been  spent  among 
writers  of  the  Unitarian  class,  from  whom  I  have  received, 
with  gratitude,  much  instruction  relative  to  the  philology,  the 
exegesis,  and  the  literary  history  of  the  Scriptures." — Profes- 
sor Stuart  :  Answer  to  Charming,  Let.  iii. 

"There  are  several  Unitai*ians  with  whom  I  think  it  an 
honour  to  be  acquainted  ;  and  I  shall  make  no  apology  for  in- 
troducing into  this  letter  their  names,  and  avowing  the  sincere 
*e«pect  which  I  feel  for  their  intellectual  powers,  their  literary 
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attainments,  and  their  moral  worth." — Dr.  Paer  :  Letter  to 
Archbp,  Magee;    Worksy  vol.  i.  pp.  672 — 3. 

The  following  is  from  a  memoir  of  Dr.  Doddridge. 

*'  Once  I  remember  some  narrow-minded  people  of  his  [Da« 
Poddridge's]  congregation  gave  him  no  small  trouble  on  ac- 
count of  a  gentleman  in  communion  with  the  church,  who  wa« 
a  professed  Arian,  and  who  otherwise  dissented  from  the  com- 
mon standard  of  orthodoxy.  This  gentleman  they  wished 
either  to  be  excluded  froin  the  ordinance  of  the  Lord's  Supper, 
or  to  have  his  attendance  upon  it  prevented ;  but  the  doctor 
declared,  that  he  would  sacrifice  his  place,  and  even  his  life, 
rather  than  fix  an}^  such  mark  of  discouragement  upon  one  who, 
whatever  his  doctrinal  sentiments  were,  appeared  to  be  a  true 
Christian." — Dr*  Kippis  in  Biog,  Britanicap  vol.  v.  p.  307. 

"  Some  of  the  Unitarian  doctrines  do,  indeed,  appear  to  manr 
of  us  extremely  unscriptural ;  and  yet  it  must  be  acknowledged, 
however  wide  of  the  truth  these  doctrines  may  be,  there  is  a 
very  great  and  essential  difference  between  them  and  Deism. 

However  mistaken  these  people  may  be,  yet,  while  they 

continue  to  hold  Jesus  Christ  as  their  Lord  and  Saviour,  support 
his  cause  in  general  as  tlie  cause  of  truth,  and  lead  pious  and 
virtuous  lives,  we  should  not  deny  them  the  honour  of  the 
Christian  name,  rank  them  among  absolute  infidels,  and  con- 
sign them  to  eternal  perdition,  as  too  many  do.  They  have 
still  a  right  to  a  place  in  our  fraternal  affection  ;  and  we  should 
pity  and  pray  for  them,  and  by  all  rational  means  endeavour 
to  reclaim  them,  but  by  no  means  revile  and  persecute  them, 
or  even  hurt  a  hair  of  their  heads." — D.  Turner,  of  Abingdon: 
Free  Thoughts  on  Free  Inquiry  in  Religion. 

"  We  and  the  Socinians  are  said  to  differ  ;  but  about  what  ? 
Not  about  morality  and  natural  religion,  or  the  divine  autho- 
rity of  the  Christian  religion  :  we  differ  only  about  what  we  do 
not  understand,  and  about  what  is  to  be  done  on  the  part  of 

God A  heathen  Socrates,  I  think,  would  be  surprised  at 

those  who  agreed  in  so  many  things  requiring  declarations  and 

subscriptions,    in  order  to  exclude  one  another. And  my 

difficulty  is  increased,  when  I  find  that  making  this  declaration 
j[respecting  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity]  separates  me  from 
Christians  whom  I  must  acknowledge  to  be  rational  and  well 
informed  ;  from  those  who  have  studied  some  parts  of  Scripture 
with  singular  success." — Dr.  Hey:  Lectttres  in  Divinity ,  vol,  ii. 
pp.  41,  249. 

"  I  never  attempted  to  discourage  his  [the  Duke  of  Graf- 
ton's] profession  of  Unitarian  principles ;  for  I  was  happy 
to  see  a  person  of  his  rank  professing,  with  intelligence  and 
and  sincerity,  Christian  principles.  If  any  one  thinks  that  an 
Unitarian  is  not  a  Christian,  I  plainly  say,  without  being  an 
Unitarian  myself,  that  I  think  otherwise." — ^Bishop  Watsok  : 
Li/'f,  vol.  i.  pp.  75 — 6    [See  also  vol.  ii.  p.  227.] 
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The  following  passages  in  which  eminent  Trinitarians  ac- 
knowledge, that  a  belief  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  &c.  is  not 
essential  to  salvation,  may  also  be  of  service  to  my  opponent, 
and  to  our  readers. 

**If  it  were  considered  concerning  Athanasius'  Creed,  how 
many  people  understand  it  not,  how  contrary  to  natural  reason 
it  seems,  and  how  little  the  Scripture  says  of  those  curiosities 

of  explication, it  had  not  been  amiss  if  the  final  judgment 

had  been  left  to  Jesus  Christ ;  ...  Indeed  to  me  it  seems  very 
hard  to  put  uncharitableness  into  the  creed,  and  so  to  make  it 
become  as  an  article  of  faith." — Bishop  Taylor  :  Liberty  of 
Prophesying^  sect.  Vu  36. 

*•  If  different  men,  in  carefully  and  conscientiously  examining 
the  Scriptures,  should  arrive  at  different  conclusions,  even  on 
points  of  the  last  importance,  we  tnist  that  God,  who  alone 
knows  what  every  man  is  capable  of,  will  be  merciful  to  him 
that  is  in  error.  We  trust  that  he  will  pardon  the  Unitarian, 
if  he  be  in  eiTor,  because  he  has  fallen  into  it  from  the  dread 
of  becoming  an  idolater, — of  giving  that  glory  to  another  which 
he  conceives  to  be  due  to  God  alone.  If  the  worshipper  of 
Jesus  Christ  be  in  an  error^  w^e  trust  that  God  will  pardon  his 
mistake,  because  he  has  fallen  into  it  from  a  dread  of  disobey- 
ing what  he  conceives  to  be  revealed  concerning  the  nature  of 
the  Son,  or  commanded  concerning  the  honour  to  be  given  to 
him.  Both  are  actuated  by  the  same  principle — the  fear  of 
God ;  and,  though  that  principle  impels  them  into  different 
roads,  it  is  our  hope  and  belief,  that,  if  they  add  to  their  faith 
charity,  they  will  meet  in  heaven.*'— Bishop  Watson;  Theol, 
Trac%  vol.  i.  pp.  xvii.  xviii. 

"  With  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  explained 
by  Athanasius  or  any  other  man,  I  cannot  look  upon  it  to  be 
»o  funcfamental  in  religion  as  to  think  we  should  be  guilty  of 
sin,  in  consenting  to  revise,  or  even  to  change  it.  If  in  this  I 
differ  from  some,  I  have  others  to  support  me ;  nay,  I  have 
the  great  principle  of  all  the  Protestant  churches  in  the  world 
in  my  favour  ;  for  it  is  a  principle  with  them  ail  to  admit  the 
fallibility  of  all  human  explications  of  Scripture.  Every  hu- 
man explication,  then,  of  the  Trinity,  may  be  an  erroneous 
explication  ;  and  what  may  be  an  error,  cannot  and  ought  not 
to  be  imposed  as  a  fundamental  Christian  verity." — Bishop 
Watson  :  Expeddency  of  Revising  the  Liturgy,  p.  67. 

"  Bishop  Burnett  has  said  all  that  can  well  be  said  upon 
them  [[the  damnatory  sentences  in  the  Athanasian  Creed,]  but, 
in  my  opinion,  to  very  little  purpose.  Honestly,  therefore, 
did  Archbishop  Tillotson  declare  to  him,  '  The  account  given 
of  Athanasius's  Creed  seems  to  me  in  nowise  satisfactory.  I 
wish  Wi  were  well  rid  of  it.' — And  so  do  I  too,  for  the  credit 
of  our  common  Christianity.  It  has  been  a  millstone  about 
the  neck  of  piany  tliouBftnas  of  worthy  men.  •  To  be  sure,  d«- 
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clarations  like  these  ascended  out  of  the  bottomless  pit,  t6 
disgrace  the  subscribing  clergy,  to  render  ridiculous  the  doc- 
trines of  the  gospel,  to  impel  the  world  into  infidelity,  and  to 
damn  the  souls  of  those  who,  for  the  sake  of  filthy  lucre,  set 
their  hands  to  what  they  do  not  honestly  believe.  The  truth 
is,  though  I  do  believe  tlie  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  as  re- 
vealed in  the  Scriptures  ;  yet  I  am  not  prepared,  openly  and 
explicitly,  to  send  to  the  devil,  under  my  solemn  subscription, 
every  one  who  cannot  embrace  the  Athanasian  illustration  of 
it.  In  this  thing  the  Lord  pardon  his  servant  for  subscribing 
in  time  past.  Assuredly  I  will  do  so  no  moi?^." — Sijipson  : 
Plea  for  Religion,  p,  560,  Appendix  ii.  [This  noble-minded 
man  was  prevented  by  death  from  putting  his  resolution  of 
quitting  the  Established  Church  into  effect.] 

"  I  would  willingly  admit,  that  salvation  may  be  obtained 
without  a  knowledge  of  the  Athanasian  Creed.  Thousands^ 
and  millions  of  Christians  have  gone  to  their  graves,  who  have 
either  never  heard  of  it,  or  not  understood  it ;  and  I  would 
add,  that  let  a  man  believe  the  Scriptures,  let  him  profess  his 
faith  in  Christ  in  the  plain  and  simple  language  of  the  New 
Testament,  and  he  may  pass  through  life  as  piously  and  hap- 
pily, he  may  go  to  his  grave  with  as  quiet  a  conscience,  and, 
more  than  this,  he  may  rise  again  as  freely  pardoned  and  for- 
given, as  if  he  had  dived  into  the  depths  of  controversy,  and 
traced  the  nature  of  the  Deity  through  the  highest  walks  of 
metaphysics." — Dr.  Burton  :  Theol.  Works,  vo^.  i.  Serm. 
xii.  p.  283. 

"  Subjects  purely  speculative  should  be  left  free.  If  some  are 
80  bold  as  to  determine, — who  hath  a  right  so  to  do,  in  mat- 
ters of  whose  nature,  it  is  generally  allowed,  no  one  can  have 
any  intuition,  -perception,  or  knowledge?  Who,  then,  will 
presume  to  say  positively  what  a  man  is  or  is  not  to  believe  ? 
To  attempt  an  explanation  of  these  things,  or  to  make  men 
understand  them,  is  equally  ridiculous  as  to  bid  the  blind  to 
see,  or  the  deaf  to  hear.  How  necessary  it  is,  therefore,  to 
read  the  Scripture,  that  we  might  with  certainty  know  what 
we  should  believe,  and  might  not  be  loaded  with  articles, 
which,  if  not  altogether  useless,  are  indifferent,  and  will  not 
make  us  either  the  wiser  or  the  better !  Our  time  will  be 
more  properly  employed  in  learning  our  duty,  than  in  exer- 
cising a  vain  curiosity  after  mysteries,  BAD  ACTIONS 
ARE  WORSE  THAN  ERRONEOUS  OPINIONS.  The 
latter  flow  from  a  weak  and  mistaken  judgment :  the  fomier 
proceed  from  a  wicked  and  corrupt  heart.     The  one  will  be 

forgiven ;   the  other,  without  repentance,  never 

— Rev.  J.  Penn,  B.  A.,  Under-master  of  Christ's  Hospital : 
Tracts,  p.  13. 

"  JVc  believe,  says  Limborch,  it  to  be  taught  in  Scripture, 

2  c 
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.  i-eason  here,  we  level  the  best  religion  in  the  world  with  the 
wildest  and  most  absurd  enthusiasms.  And  it  does  not  alter 
the  case  much  to  give  reason  ill  names^  to  call  it  blind  and 
carnal  reason.  ...  For  our  parts  we  apprehend  no  manner  4)f 
inconvenience  in  having  reason  on  our  side;  nor  need  wedeshre 
a  better  evidence,  that  any  man  is  in  the  wrong,  than  to  hear 
liim  declare  against  reason,  and  thereby  to  acknowledge  that 

rrason  is  against  him Some  men  seem  to  think,  that  they 

oblige  Grod  mightily  by  believing  plain  contradictions;  but 
the  matter  is  quite  otherwise." — ^Archp.  Tillotson. 

"  Is  it  not  intolerable  pi-esumption  for  men  to  mould  and 
shape  religion  according  to  their  fancies  and  humours,  and  to 
stuff  it  with  an  infinite  number  of  orthodox  propositions,  none 
of  which  are  to  be  found  in  express  terms  in  Scripture,  but  are 
only  pretended  to  be  deduced  from  thence  by  such  imaginary 
consequences,  from  some  little  hints  and  appearances  of  things? 
Especially,  is  not  this  unpardonable  in  those  men  who  cry 
down  reason  for  such  a  profane  and  cai*nal  thing  as  must  not 
presume  to  intermeddle  in  holy  matters,  and  yet  lay  down  the 
foundation  of  their  religion,  and  erect  such  glorious  and  mag- 
nificent fabrics,  on  nothing  else  but  some  little  shoios  and 
appearances  of  reason?  But  the  plain  truth  is  this,  when 
men  argue  from  plain  and  undeni>ible  principles,  which  have 
an  immutable  and  unchangeable  nature,  and  so  can  bear  the 
stress  and  weight  of  a  just  consequence, — ^this  is  carnal  reason  ; 
but  when  they  argue  from  fancies  and  imaginations,  which 
have  no  stable  nature,  from  some  petty  allusions,  and  simili- 
tudes, and  allegories,  which  have  no  certain  shape  nor  form, 
]>ut  what  every  man's  fancy  gives  them,— ^this  is  sanctified  and 
spirittial  reason  ;  but  why,  I  cannot  Imagine,  unless  that  it  so 
much  resembles  ghosts  and  shadows,  which  have  nothing  solid 
and  substantial  in  them." — Dr.  Wm.  Sherlock. 

*'  There  are  those  who  do  not  scruple  to  say,  the  more  con- 
tradictions the  better  ;  the  greater  the  struggle  and  opposition 
(\i  reason^  the  greater  is  the  triumph  and  merit  of  our  faith, 
liut  there  is  no  likelihood  of  suppressing  any  of  our  doubts  or 
disputes  in  religion  this  way  ;  for,  besides  the  natural  propen- 
siou  of  the  soul  to  the  searcli  of  truth,  and  the  strong  and  im- 
patient desire  we  have  to  know  as  much  as  ever  we  can  of 
wliat  immediately  concerns  us,  it  is  generally  and  very  justly 
looked  upon  both  as  the  privilege  and  duty  of  man  to  inquii'e 
and  examine  before  he  believes  or  judges,  and  never  to  give 
lip  his  assent  to  any  thing  but  upon  ^oo2  and  rational  grounds* 
...  It  is  well  the  difficulties  of  subduing  the  understanding  are 
too  great  to  be  mastered ;  for  a  slight  reflection  will  serve  to 
convince  us,  that  the  necessary  consequences  of  a  blind,  resign 
nation  of  judgment  would  be  far  more  fatal  to  Christianity 
than  all  our.  present  divisions.    What  blasphemies  and  contra-* 
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dictions  may  and  have  been  imposed  upon  mon's  belief,  under 
the  venerable  name  of  mysteries  ?  and  how  easy  are  villanoua 
practices  derived  from  an  absurd  faith T' — Dr.  South. 

"  Another  condition  necessary  to  render  a  thing  capabh  of 
being  believed  is^  that  it  implies  no  contradiction  to  our  former 
knowledge,  I  cannot  conceive  how  it  is  possible  to  give  our 
assent  to  any  thing  that  contradicts  the  plain  dictates  of  our 
reason,  and  those  evident  principles  from  whence  we  derive 
all  our  knowledge.* '-^Dr.  South. 

"  There  is  not  necessarily  any  real  humility  in  a  disparage- 
ment of  the  human  understanding — the  intellectual  powers,  as 
contrasted  with  the  affections  and  other  feelings.  •  The  pride 
of  human  reason  is  a  phrase  very  much  in  the  mouth  of  son  e 
persons,  who  seem  to  think  they  are  effectually  humbling 
themselves  by  feeling,  or  sometimes  by  merely  professing,  an 
excessive  distrust  of  all  exercise  of  the  intellect,  while  they 
wsign  themselves  freely  to  the  guidance  of  what  they  call  the 
heart;  that  is,  their  prejudices,  passions,  inclinations,  and 
fancies.  It  may  be  observed,  by  the  way,  that  the  persons 
who  "ase  this  kind  of  language  never  do,  in  fact,  divest  them- 
Selvcs  of  any  human  advantages  they  may  chance  to  possess. 
Whatever  ieaitiingor  argumentative  powers  any  of  them  possess, 
I  have  always  found  th6m  ready  to  put  forth,  in  any  contro- 
versy they  may  be  engaged  in,  without  showing  much  tender- 
ness for  an  ppponent  who  may  be  less  gifted.  It  is  only  when 
learning  and  argument  make  against  them,  that  they  declaim 
against  the  pride  of  intellect.  They  depreciate  an  appeal  to 
reason,  when  its  decision  is  unfavourable.  So  that  the  sacri- 
fice which  they  appear  to  make  is  one  which,  in  reality  they 
do  not  make,  but  oniy  require,  when  it  suits  their  purpose, 
from  others.  They  appear  voluntarily  divesting  themselves  of 
what  many  would  feel  a  pride  in ;  and  thus  often  conceal  from 
others,  as  well  as  from  themselves,  the  spiritual  pride  with 
which  they  not  oniy  venerate  their  own  feelings  and  prejudices, 
but  even  load  with  anathemas  all  who  presume  to  dissent  from 
them.'* — ^Archbishop  Whately. 

The  following  quotations  bear  upon  the  same  subject,  and 
ai-e  well  worthy  of  a  serious  consideration. 

"  God  never  offers  any  thing  to  any  man's  belief,  that  plainly 
contradicts  the  natural  and  essential  notions  of  his  mind  ; 
because  this  would  be  for  God  to  destroy  his  own  workmanship, 
and  to  impose  that  upon  the  understanding  of  man,  which, 
whilst  it  remains  what  it  is,  it  cannot  possibly  admit." — 
Archbp.  Tillotson. 

"Right  reason,  no  less  than  Scripture,  proceeds  from  God, 
and  is  as  a  light  set  up  for  our  use,  by  which  we  are  enabled 
to  discern  truth  from  error.  It  is  incredible  that  divine  reve- 
lation should  -ever  he  repugnant  to  reason,  or  that-any  thing 
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should  be  philosophically  true  which  is  theologically  foljs^  ; 
for,  since^^  i^eason,  as  well  as  revelation,  is  the  gift  of  l>eav>eOy 
God  would  be  opposed  to  himself  if  these  were  inimijcal." — 

LiMBORCH. 

'^  It  is  blasphemy  to  think,  that  God  can  contradict  him- 
self ;  and  therefore  right  reason  being  the  voice  of  God,  as 
well  as  revelatiou,  they  can.  never  be  directly  contradictory  to 
one  another." — ^Dr.  South. 

"  It  will  not  be  easy  for  missionaries  of  any  nation  to  make 
much  impression  on  the  pagans  of  any  country  ;  because  mis- 
sionaries in  general,  instead  of  teaching  a  simple  system  of 
Christianity,  have  perplexed  their  hearers  with  unintelligible 
•doctiines  not  expressly  delivered  in  Scripture,  but  fabricated 
from  the  conceits  and  passions  and  prejudices  of  men.  Chris- 
tianity is  a  rational  religion." — ^Bishop  Watson. 

"The  light  of  revelation,  it  should  be  remembered,  is  not 
opposite  to  the  light  of  reason;  the  former  presupposes  the 
latter  ;  they  are  both  emanations  from  the  same  source ;  and 
the  discoveries  of  the  Bible,  however  supernatural,  are 
addressed  to  the  understanding,  the  only  medium  of  informa- 
tion whether  human  or  divine.  Revealed  religion  is  not  a  clou<l 
which  overshadows  reason:  it  is  a  superior  illumination 
designed  to  perfect  its  exercise,  and  supply  its  deficiencies*" — 
Robert  Hall. 

"  The  doctrine  which  cannot  st-and  the  test  of  rational  in- 
vestigation, cannot  be  true.  We  have  gone  too  far  when  we 
have  said,  such  and  such  doctrines  should  not  be  subjected  to 
rational  investigation,  being  doctrines  of  pure  revelation.  J 
know  of  no  such  doctrine  in  the  Bible.  The  doctrines  of  this 
book  are  doctrines  of  eternal  reason,  and  they  are  revealed 
because  they  are  such." — Dr,  A.  Clarke. 

The  following  remarks  on  this  subject  are  from  John 
Wesley  : — 

"  It  is  the  true  remark  of  an  eminent  man,  who  had  made 
many  observations  on  human  nature,  '  If  reason  be  against 
a  man,  a  man  will  always  be  against  reason.'  This  has  been 
confirmed  by  the  experience  of  all  ages.  Very  many  have 
been  the  instances  of  it  in  the  Christian,  as  well  as  the  heathen 
world  :  yea,  and  that  in  the  earliest  times.  Even  then  there 
were  not  wanting  well-meaning  men,  who,  not  having  much 
reason  themselves,  imagined  that  reason  was  of.no  use  in 
religion  :  yea,  rather  that  it  was  a  hinderance  to  it.  And 
there  has  not  been  wanting  a  succession  of  men,  who  have 
believed  and  asserted  the  same  thing.  But  never  was  there  a 
greater  number  of  these  in  the  Christian  church,  at  least  in 
Britain,  than  at  this  day." 

Tlie  following  are  Trinitarian  testimonies  to  the  fact  that 
the  doctrine  of  a  Triune  Grod  is,  however,  as  conti*ary  to  reason 
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and  common  sense,  as  the  doctrine  of  transiibstantiation  Is^ 
and  that  the  very  same  arguments  by  which  protestants  disr* 
prove  transubstantiation,  disprove  the  Trinity  as  well. 

"Indeed,  that  transubstantiation  is  openly  and  violently 
against  natural  reason  is  no  argument  to  make  them  disbelieve 
it,  who  believe  the  mystery  of  the  Trinity." — Jeremy  Taylor. 

"  I  was  half  converted  to  transubstantiation  by ,  TillotsonV 
common  senses  against  it ;  seeing  clearly,  that  the  same 
gr^Ultds,  tctidem  verUs  et  syllabis,  would  serve  the  Socinian 
against  all  the  mysteries  of  Christianity." — S.  T.  Coleridge.. 

"  What  becomes  of  the  Trinity  ?  Who  will  pretend  to  say,. 
that  he  can,  by  any  stretch  pf  his  imagination  or  of  his  rea- 
soning, see  it  possible  how  three  persons  in  one  Grod  can  be  but 
one  Grodb ead  1  If  the  contradiction — the  apparent  contradiction 
to  the  laws  of  nature,  as  usually  observed  and  understood  by 
us,  is  to  be  the  principle  for  rejecting  a  notion  clearly  laid 
down  in  Scripture,  and  if  the  Eucharist,  which  is  more  clearly 
laid  down  than  the  Trinity,  is  to  be  rejected  on  that  ground, 
how  is  it  possible,  for  a  moment,  to  support  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity  ?  The  very  idea  is  itself,  at  first  sight,  apparently 
repugnant  to  the  law  of  number;  and  no  mathematical,  no 
^Speculative  reasoning  will  ever  show  how  it  possibly  can  be  ?  ** 
— ^Dr.  Wiseman. 

We  have  seen  that  many  Trinitarians  contend  that  the^doc- 
trines  of  Christ  are  plain,  simple,  easy  to  be  understood^ 
«ren  b^  people  of  common  understandings.  The  following 
are  Trmitarian  testimonies  to  the  fact,  that  the  Trinity  is  not 
a  plain,  simple  doctrine,  and  that  it  cannoi  be  understood. 

"  This  is  the  gr<ftit  mystery.     Three  and  One,  and  One  and 
Three,    Men  and  angels  were  made  for  this  spectacle  :  we 
cannot  comprehend  it,  and  thei*efore  must  admire  it.     0  liwii- 
nosissimcB  Tenebrce !  O  most  luminous  darkness.  ......   They 

were  the  more  Three,  because  One ;  and  the  more  One,  be- 
cause Three." — Dr.  Thomas  Manton. 

"  For  that  any  one  should  be  both  Father  and  Son  to  the 
same  person  [to  David],  produce  himself,  be  cause  and  ejffect 
too,  and  so  tlie  copy  give  being  to  its  original,  seems  at  first 
sight  so  very  strange  and  unaccountable,  that,  were  it  not  to 
be  adored  as  a  mystery,  it  would  be  exploded  as  a  contradic- 
tion."— Dr.  South. 
'  Beveridge  calls  it  the  **  mystery  of  mysteries,"  and  says ; — 

"  The  Trinity  in  Unity,  and  Unity  in  Trinity,  I  am  so  far 
from  being  able  to  comprehend,  or  indeed  to  apprehend,  that 
I  cannot  set  myself  seriously  to  think  of  it,  or  to  screw  up  my 
thoughts  a  little  concerning  it,  but  I  immediately  lose  myself 
as  in  a  trance  or  ecstacy :  that  God  the  Father  diould  be  one 
perfect  God  of  himself,  God  the  Son  one  perfect  Grod  of  him- 
self, and  Grod  the  Holy  Ghost  one  perfect  God  of  himself ;  a^d 
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yet  that  these  three  should  be  but  one  perfect  God  of  himself, 
so  that  ont3  should  be  perfectly  three,  and  three  perfectly  one! ; 
that  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  should  be  Three,  and 
yet  but  One ;  but  One,  and  yet  Three !  O  heart-amazing, 
thought-devouring,  unconceivable  mystery  !  " — Bishop  Bevb^ 

RIDGE. 

"  When  it  is  proposed  to  me  to  afRrm,  that  *in  the  unity  of 
the  Godhead  there  be  three  persons,  of  one  substance^,  power, 
and  eternity;  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost;'  I 
have  difficulty  enough !  my  understanding  i»  involved  in  per*- 
plexity,  my  conceptions  bewildered  in  the  thickest  darkness. 
I  pause,  I  hesitate ;  I  ask  what  necessity  there  is  for  making- 

«Buch  a  declaration But  does  not  this  confound  all  out 

»coiceptions,  and  make  us  use  yx>rds  withxmt  meaning  ?  I  think 
it  does,  I  profess  and  proclaim  my  confusion  in  the  most 
tinequivocal  manner  :  I  make  it  an  essential  part  of  my  declara- 
tion. Did  I  pretend  to  understand  what  I  say,  I  might  be  a 
Tritfeeist  or  an  infidel :  but  I  could  not  both  worship  the  one 

true  God,  and  acknowledge  Jesus  Christ  to  be  Lord  of  all 

It  might  tend  to  promote  moderation,  and,  in  the  end,  *  agree* 
tnent,  if  we  were  industrious  on  all  occasions  to  represent  our 
own  doctrine  [respecting  the  Trinity]  as  wholly  unintelligible,'* 
^-— Dr.  Hey. 

The  following  observations  from  eminent  Trinitarians  may 
^elp  to  show  my.  opponent  the  impropriety  of  using  nnscrip* 
tural  words  and  phrases  when  speaking  of  God,  especially 
while  he  professes  to  receive  the  Scriptures  as  a  perfect  and 
Infallible  guide.    The  first  is  from  Luther. 

"The  purity  of  Scripture  ought  to  be  preserved,  and  man 
should  not  presume  to  speak  in  his  own  language  more  per- 
fectly than  God  spoke  in  his Who   understands  things 

belonging  to  God,  better  than  God  himself  ?  Let  wretched 
mortals  give  honour  to  God,  and  either  confess  that  they  do 
not  understand  his  words,  or  cease  to  profane  them  with  their 
own  new  and  peculiar  expressions ;  so  that  divine  wisdom, 
lovely  in  its  genuine  form,  may  remain  to  us  pure." — Ltjther. 

"It  is  fit  that  the  mysteries  revealed  in  Scripture  should  be 
preached  and  taught  in  the  words  of  the  Scripture,  and  that 
with  simplicity,  openness,  easiness,  and  candour,  and  not  with 
new  and  unhallowed  words." — Bishop  Taylor. 

"  I  envy  no  man  the  understanding  these  phrases  :  but  to 
me  they  seem  to  signify  nothing,  but  to  have  been  words  in- 
vented by  idle  and  conceited  men,  which  a  great  many  ever 
since,  lest  they  should  seem  to  be  ignorant,  would  seem  to 
understand ;  but  I  wonder  most,  that  men,  when  they  have 
amused  and  puzzled  themselves  and  others  with  hard  words^ 
should  call  this  explcnnin^.things" — ^Archbp*  Tillotson. 

"  Indeed  let  any  proposition  be  delivered  to  us,  as  coming 
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from  God  or  from  man,  we  can  believe  it  no  fartlier  than  vre 
understand  it ;  and  therefore  if  we  do  not  understand  it  at  all, 
we  cannot  believe  it  at  all — I  mean,  explicitly  ;  but  only  be 
persfuaded,  that  it  contains  some  truth  or  other,  thougn  we 
know  not  what.  Again,  were  any  doctrine  laid  down  which 
we  clearly  saw  to  be  self-contradictory,  or  otherwise  absurd, 
that  could  never  be  an  object  of  our  faith.  For  there  is  no 
possibility  of  admitting,  upon  any  authority,  a  thing  for  true 
which  we  evidently  perceive  to  be  false.  Nor  would  calling 
Auoh  doctrines  mysierious  mend  the  matter  in  the  least,  ^'or, 
indeed,  there  is  no  mystery  in  them :  they  are  as  plain  as  any 
in  nature ;  as  plainly  cantrafy  to  truth,  as  any  thing  else  is 
agreeable  to  it." — Archbishop  Segkbr. 

"  The  language  of  Scripture  is  the  language  of  common 
sense.;  the  plain,  artless  language  of  nature.  Why  should 
writers  adopt  such  language  as  renders  their  meaning  obscure  ; 
and  not  only  obscure,  but  unintelligible  ;  and  not  only  unin- 
telligible, but  utterly  lost  in  the  strangeness  of  their  phrase- 
ology ?" — Dr.  D wight. 

"  Nothing  affords  such  an  endless  subject  of  debate  as  a  doo^ 
trine  above  the  reach  of  human  understanding,  and  expressed 
in  the  ambiguous  and  improper  terms  of  human  language, 
such  as  persons,  generation,  stthstanee,  &;c,  which,  in  this  con-* 

troversy,  either  convey  no  ideas  at  all,  or  false  ones 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  what  our  faith  gains  by  being  enter- 
tained with  a  certain  number  of  sounds.  If  a  Chinese  should 
explain  a  term  of  his  language  which  I  did  not  understand, 
by  another  term  which  he  knew  beforehand  that  1  understood 
as  little,  his  conduct  would  be  justly  considered  as  an  insult 
against  the  rules  of  conversation  and  good  breeding ;  and  I 
think  it  is  an  equal  violation  of  the  equitable  principles  of 
candid  controversy,  to  offer,  as  illustrations,  propositions  or 
terms  that  are  as  unintelligible  and  obscure  as  the  thing  to  be 
illustrated." — Dr.  Maclaine. 

"Not  only  have  professed  theologians,  but  private  Christ- 
ians, been  imposed  on,  by  the  specious  religion  of  terms  of 
theology  ;  and  have  betrayed  often  a  fond  zeal  in  the  service 
of  their  idol-abstractions,  not  unlike  that  of  the  people  of  old, 
who  are  said  to  have  beaten  the  air  with  spears,  to  expel  the 
foreign  gods  by  whom  their  country  was  supposed  to  be  occu- 
pied. For  ray  part,  I  believe  it  to  be  one  of  the  chief  causes 
of  the  infidelity  which  prevails  among  speculative  men.  — ^— 
The  schoolmen  are  express  in  pointing  out,  after  Augustine, 
that  the  term  [^person(i]  was  adopted,  not  to  express  any  defi- 
nite notion,  but  to  make  some  answer,  where  silence  would  have 
been  better ;  to  denote,  by  some  term,  what  has  no  suitable 
word  to  express  it.     "  Tres  nesdo  quid,"  Three  /  know  not 
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wJuU^  is  the  expression  of  Anselm,  in  his  Monoloffimn,^^—* 
Hampdex* 

The  following  are  quotations  from  eminent  Trinitarians^ 
acknowledging  that  the  Trinity  in  Unity,  and  the  I>eit j  of 
Christ  are  not  doctrines  of  Reyehttion.  They  first  acknowledge 
that  the  words  are  not  in  Scripture. 

^^  We  ought  to  belieye,  that  there  are  three  persons  and  one 
essence  in  the  Deity  :  God  the  Father  nnbegotten,  God  the 
Son  consubstantial  with  the  Father ;  and  Grod  the  Holy  Spirit 
proceeding  from  both.  But,  though  you  aitentiLyely  peruse 
the  whole  of  Scripture,  you  will  neyer  find  these  sublime  and 
remarkable  worois — ^^  three  persons — one  essence — ^onbegott^i 
—-consubstantial — ^proceeding  from  both.' " — Coghljbus. 

^*  The  word  Trinity  is  neyer  found  in  the  Dirine  Records, 
but  is  only  of  human  invention,  and  therefore  sounds  altogether 
frigidly  (frigide).  Far  better  would  it  be  to  say  €hd  than 
Trinity.'* — Luther.         ♦  / 

"I  dislike  this  vulgar  jirayer,   *IIoly  Trinity,  One  God  I 

have  m3rcy  on  us !  "  as  altogether  savouring  of  barbarism. 

We  repudiate  such  expressions  as  being  not  only  insipid,  but 

'     profane.'  " — Calvin. 

/  "  The  phrase,  *  Holy  Trinity,  one  God,'  is  dangerous  and 

improper." — ^Lambert  Daneaud. 

^'  The  words   Trinity^  person^  Jbomousion^  and  others  of  a 

similar  kind,  besides  being  ambiguous, never  occur  in  the 

Scriptures." — Limborch. 

"  The  words  Trinity ^  homousUmy  processi&ny  S^c were 

not  expressly  to  be  found  in  the  Holy  Scriptures." — ^Bishop 
Sanderson. 

^^  It  must  be  allowed,  that  there  is  no  such  proposition  as 
this,  That  one  and  the  same  God  is  three  different  persons,  for- 
mally and  in  terms,  to  be  found  in  the  Sacred  Writings,  either 
of  the  Old  or  New  Testament ;  neither  is  it  pretended,  that 
there  is  any  word  of  the  same  signification  or  import  with  the 
word  Trinity^  used  in  Scripture,  with  relation  to  Grod.f — 
Dr.  South.  X* 

'^  The  invention  and  use  of  such  mysterious  terms  as  have 
no  place  in  Scripture  are  undoubtedly  pernicious  to  true,  re- 
ligion.    The  use  of  this  [the  word  Trinity^  and  other 

unsoriptural  terms,  to  which  men  attach  either  no  ideas  or 
false  ones,  has  wounded  charity  and  peace,  without  promot- 
ing truth  and  knowledge.  It  has  produced  heresies  of  the  very 
worst  kind." — ^Dr.  Maclaine. 

'^  I  confess  that  I  have  ever  disliked  the  use  of  the  word 
Trinity  in  prayer  to  God,  as  not  being  a  name  whereby  God 
reveals  himself  to  us,  and  as  savouring  of  scholastio  theology."" 
— Carlisle 
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^^ Sidtstance,  axid  person,  And  essence,  as  applied  to  the  God- 
head, Are  not  to  be  found  in  Holy  Scripture." — H.  M'  Neile. 

"1  would  ask,  where  is  the  term  Trinity  to  be  discovered 
in  Scripture  ?  Where  is  the  term  incamtUion  to  be  found  ? 
Where  are  many  other  terms  which  are  held  most  sacred  and 
most  important  in  the  Christian  religion,  to  be  found  in  Scrip- 
ture?"— Dr.  Wiseman. 

It  is  next  acknowledged  that  the  Trinity  was  not  revealed 
before  the  birth  of  Christ. 

'^  It  is  evident  that,  from  the  authorities  of  tl\e  Old  Testa- 
m«nt,  sufficient  and  clear  proof  cannot  be  drawn  either  for 
the  Trinity,  or  for  a  plurality  of  divine  persons." — Bishop 

TOSTAT. 

"  The  mystery  of  the  Trinity  was  not  explicitly  and  openly 
xevealed  till  the  days  of  Christ,  because  the  Jews  were  prone 
to  idolatry." — Galatine. 

^'  The  old  Testament  is  designedly  silent  concerning  the  Trinity, 
lest  the  Jews,  who  were  prone  to  idolatry,  should  hence  take 
occasion  to  err." — Steuchus  Eugubinus. 

"  The  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  was  not  propounded  expressly 
to  the  Jews  in  the  Old  Testament,  because  they  were  incapable 
of  it,  &c." — Cardinal  Bellarmine. 

AJod  numbers  more  say  the  same. 

In  the  following  quotations  it  is  acknowledged  by  Trinita^ 
rians  that  the  Trinity  and  the  Godhead  of  Christ  were  not 
revealed  by  Christ  before  the  day  of  Pentecost. 

"  Christ  did  not  receive  testimony  from  the  evangelists,  that 
he  was  God." — Alphonso  Sai.meron. 

.^'  It  would  be  unreasonable  to  expect,  that  this  doctrine 
[the  Trinity  in  Unity]  should  have  been  fully  revealed  till 

the  day  of  Pentecost In  Mr.  Belsham's  own  words,  I 

would  "ask,  "  When  our  Lord  was  so  very  cautious  in  discover- 
ing himself  to  be  the  Messiah,  would  he,  at  the  same  time, 
make  no  hesitation  in  declaring  himself  to  be  ^*  the  very  eternal 
God  1 ' " — Dr.  Lonolet,  Bishop  of  Ripon. 

*^  Jesus  himself  appears  to  have  plainly  insisted,  in  his  own 
teachings,  upon  no  doctrines  but  those  which  were  generally 
admitted  by  his  countrymen  as  resting  on  the  authority  of 

Moses  and  the  prophets. It  is  plain  that  the  immediate 

object,  in  the  writings  of  Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke,  was  to 
produce  a  conviction  that  Jesus  of  JNazareth  was  the  Messiah 
announced  and  described  in  the  prophetic  writings  ;  and  they 
evidently  left  the  scrutinizing  and  application  of  details  to  the 
duty  and  diligence  of  their  readers.  A  similar  coarse  was 
followed  by  the  apostles  and  their  fellow-labourers  in  preach- 
ing Christianity ;  as  they  regularly  communicated  to  the 
Jews^  in  tlie  firet  instance,  the  word  of  life." — Dr.  J.  Pv 
Smith. 
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tn  the  following  cjuotations  it  is  acknowledged  by  "TtiiiitanaTisI 
that  the  Trinity  4£,^iiot  dwelt  on  in  tlie  Acts  of  the  Apostles. 

^'  It  is  undeniable  that  this  opinion  |^that  the  apostles,  in 
their  earlier  ministry,  refrained  from  divulging  the  pre-exis-* 
t«nce  and  Divinity  of  Clirist,  and  that  John  was  the  first  who 
advanced  this  doctrine]  was  held  by  Origen,  Athanasius, 
Chrysostom,  and  others.'* — Dr.  J.  P.  Smith. 

"  The  objection  you  have  made  against  the  doctrine  of  Christ's 
divine  nature,  from  its  not  being  more  dwelt  upon  in  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles,  has  often  presented  itself  to  me ;  and  various 
are  the  answers  which  have  occurred  to  me.  Among  others, 
one  which  I  met  with  a  few  days  since  seemed  reasonable* 
He  thinks  it  natural  that  St.  Paul,  when  addressing  the  Gen- 
tiles, should  have  reserved  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  for  their 
fwture  instruction,  lest  he  should  seem,  in  any  degree,  to 
countenance  their  favourite  polytheism.  When  they  were 
establi^ed  in  their  belief  of  Christ  s  divine  legation,  he  would 
then  proceed  to  unfold  this  mystery  to  them." — ^Bishop  Lowe- 

LEY. 

Notwithstanding  the  preceding  testimonies,  it  is  declared  in 
the  following  quotations,  that  no  doctrines  are  inculcated  in  the 
EpistleSy  which  were  not  previously  taught  by  Christ. 

"  Christ  himself,  who  was  the  brightness  of  his  Father's 
glory,  and  the  express  image  of  his  person,  who  in  the  most 
plain  and  perspicuous  manner  declared  the  will  of  God  to  ua, 
IS  represented  with  a  thicker  vail  upon  his  face  than  Moses, 
and  the  glory  of  the  second  covenant  is  much  more  obscured 
with  a  mist  of  words  than  the  first  was  with  types  and  figures.** 
— ^Dr.  William  Sherlock. 

"This  address  of  our  Lord  [John  xvi.  12, 13]  is  commonly 
alleged  in  support  of  the  assertion,  that  additional  doctrines 
were  to  be  propounded  in  the  Epistles.  That  such  caifnot  be 
the  meaning  of  the  passage,  the  preceding  inquiry  as  to  the 
several  articles  of  Christian  belief  nas  proved.  To  what  par- 
ticulars, then,  did  our  Saviour  allude  ?  That  Christ  was  to 
be  a  light  to  lighten  the  Gentiles  no  less  than  the  glory  of  the 
people  of  Israel ;  that  the  peculiar  privileges  of  the  Jews  were 
at  an  end  ;  that  the  Samaritan,  uie  Greek,  and  the  Barba- 
rian, were  to  stand  on  a  level  with  the  Israelite  in  the  Christian 
"chdrch  :  and  that  it  was  not  his  will  to  restore  at  that  time 
the  kingdom  to  Israel.  The  post,  then,  which  the  Epistles 
occupy  in  the  sacred  depository  of  revelation  is  not  that  of 
-communications  of  new  doctrines.  They  fill  their  station,  as 
additional  records,  as  inspired  corroborations,  as  argumertta-^ 
tive  concentrations,  as  instructive  expositions,  of  truths  o^ 
ready  revealed,  of  commandments  already  promulgated.  In* 
the  explication  of  moral  pi-ecepts,  the  Epistles  frequently  enter 
into  large  and  highly  beneficial  details.     WE  MUST  NOT 
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REGARD  THE  EPISTLES  AS  COMMUNICATIONS  OP 
RELIGIOUS  DOCTRINES  NOT  DISCLOSED  BEFORE ; 

as  displaying  the  perfection  of  a  system  of  which  merely  the 
rnde  elements  had  been  indicated  in  the  writings  of  the  four 
evengelists." — G.  Towicsend. 

'*  No  one  perhaps  will  maintain,  that  there  is  any  new  truth 
of  Christianity  set  forth  in  the  Epistles  ;  any  truth,  I  mean, 
which  does  not  presuppose  the  whole  truth  of  human  salva- 
tion by  Jesns  Christ,  as  already  determined  and  complete* 
The  Epistles  clearly  imply,  that  the  work  of  i-evelation  is  done. 
They  repeat  and  insist  on  its  most  striking  parts ;  urging 
chiefly  on  man  what  remains  for  him  to  do,  now  that  Christ 
has  done  all  that  God  purposed^  in  behalf  of  man,  before  th«^ 
foundation  of  the  world." — Hampden. 

In  the  following  quotations  from  Trinitarians  it  is  contended 
that  the  Trinity,  (fee.  are  not  doctrines  of  express  revelation  <a 
«?^,  but  doctrines  of  inference  ou\y, 

"  If  the  name  €rod  is  clearly  added  to  the  Holt^  Spirit  in  the 
canonical  books,  as  it  is  frequently  annexed  to  the  Father^ 
m  the  Gospels  and  Epistles,  I  shall  acknowledge  myself  mis- 
taken."—^Euasmus. 

"  The  procession  of  the  Holy  Spirit  from  the  Son,  the  equal- 
ity of  the  three  persons  in  one  substance,  and  the  distinction 
of  the  same  by  relative  properties,  are  not  expressed  in  the 
Sacred  Writing." — Melchior  Canus. 

"  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  certain  articles  are  set  before  us 
as  necessary  to  faith  and  salvation,  but  which  are  not  expressly 
and  clearly  contained  in  the  Sacred  Books,  and  which  cannot 
be  infallibly  deduced  from  them ;  and  are  therefore  admitted 
only  because  the  anci«nt  and  primitive  church  received  them 
in  this  sense  in  councils,  and  creeds,  and  in  the  writings  of 
the  fathers.  I  will  subjoin  examples :  1st,  We  believe  that 
God  is  one  in  essence  and  substance,  and  three  in  personality 
and  subsistence ;  but  Scripture  does  not  expressly  open  up  this 
distinction,  or  show  it  by  undoubted  inference,  <fec." — Mase- 

NIUS. 

"  It  is  nowhere,  we  confess,  said  expressly,  and  in  so  many 
words,  «  The  Holy  Spirit  is  the  most  High  God." '— Witsius. 

"  Our  belief  in  the  Trinity,  the  co-eternity  of  the  Son  of 
God  with  his  Father,  the  proceeding  of  the  Spirit  from  the 
Father  and  the  Son,  . . .  these,  with  such  other  principal  points, 
...  are  in  Scripture  nowhere  to  be  found  by  express  literal 
mention ;  only  deduced  they  are  out  of  Scripture." — Hooker. 

*' There  are  many  things,  which,  although  they  are  not 
read  expressly  and  definitely  in  Holy  Scripture,  are  yet  to  be 
received.  For  instance,  "  That  in  the  ever-blessed  Trinity  three 
distinct  persons  are  to  be  worshipped — Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ohost,  and  that  each  of  these  is  very  God,  and  yet  that  there 
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is  only  one  God ;  that  Christ  is  Theanthrdpos,  very  God  and 
yery  man  in  one  and  the  same  person.* " — Bishop  Beveridge. 

The  next  quotations  acknowledge  that  the  Trinity  <fec.  can- 
not be  proved  from  Scripture. 

■**  It  mu!*t  be  owned,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  it 
is  proposed  in  our  articles,  our  liturgy,  our  creeds,  is  not  in 
sd  many  words  taught  us  in  the  holy  Scriptures.  What  we 
profess  in  our  prayers  we  nowhere  read  in  Scripture,  tiiat  the 
one  God,  the  one  Lord,  is  not  one  only  person,  but  three  per- 
sons in  one  substance.  There  is  no  such  text  in  Scripture  as 
this,  that  *  the  Unity  in  Trinity,  and  the  Trinity  in  Unity, 
is  to  be  worshipped.'  No  one  of  the  inspired  writers  hath 
expressly  affirmed,  that  in  the  Trinity  none  is  afore  or  after 
other,  none  is  greater  or  less  than  another,  but  the  whole 
three  persons  are  co-etemal  together  and  co-equal.  But,  <fec." 
Bishop  Smalridge. 

**  It  may  startle  those  who  are  but  little  acquainted  with 
the  popular  writings  of  this  day  [the  fourth  century],  yet  I 
believe  the  most  accurate  considerations  of  the  subject  will 
lead  us  to  acquiesce  in  the  statement  as  a  general  truth,  that 
the  doctrines  in  question  [that  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity, 
the  incarnation,  and  the  atonement"]  have  never  been  learned 
merely  from  Scripture.  SURELY  THE  SACRED  VOLUME 
WAS  NEVER  INTENDED,  AND  WAS  NOT  ADAPTED, 
TO  TEACH  OUR  CREED.  However,  certain  it  is,  that 
we  can  prove  our  creed  from  it,  where  it  has  once  been  taught 
U8,*  in  spite  of  individual  producible  exceptions  to  the  general 
rule.  From  the  very  first,  the  rule  has  been  as  a  matter  of 
fact  for  the  church  to  teach  the  truth,  and  then  appeal  to 
Scripture  in  vindication  of  her  teaching  ;  and,  from  the  first, 
it  has  been  the  error  of  heretics  to  neglect  the  information 
provided  for  them,  and  to  attempt  for  themselves  a  work  for 
which  they  are  unable — ^the  eliciting  a  systematic  doctrine 
from  the  scattered  notices  of  the  truth  which  Scripture  con- 
tains."— Newman. 

"  The  sublime  truths  which  it  [the  Athanasian  Creed,  so 
called]  contains,  are  not  expressed  in  the  language  of  holy 
Scripture ;  nor  could  they  possibly  have  been  so  expressed, 
since  the  inspired  writ-ers  were  not  studious  minutely  to 
expound  inscrutable  mysteries.  Neither  can  it  plead  any 
sanction  from  high  antiquity,  or  even  traditional  authority  ; 
since  it  was  composed  many  centuries  after  the  time  of  the 
apostles,  in  a  very  corpipt  age  of  a  corrupt  church,  and  com- 
posed in  so  much  obscurity,  that  the  very  pen  from  which  it 
proceeded  is  not  certainly  known  to  us." — W  addington. 

*  That  is,  if  the  doctrine  has  been  first  drilled  into  people  in  their  child-hood 
you  may  prorn  it  to  theni,  especially  if  they  never  tliink  or  judge  for  themfielTee, 
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**  The  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  is  rather  a  doctrine  oTinference- 
and  of  indireU  intimation^  deduced  from  what  is  revealed 
respecting  the  Father  and  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and 
intimated  in  the  notices  of  a  plurality  of  persons  in  the  God- 
head in  the  form  of  baptism,  and  in  some  of  the  apostolia 
benedictions,  than  a  doctrine  directly  and  explicitly  declared. 
We  hatoe  now  come  to  the  limit  of  explicit  revelation^  and  are- 
entering  upon  the  region  of  reasoning  and  inference I 

admit  that  we  have  not  the  same  clear  light  to  conduct  us 
which  we  have  hitherto  enjoyed.  I  admit  that  a  doctrine  of 
inference  ought  never  to  be  placed  on  a  footing  of  equality 
with  a  doctrine  of  direct  and  explicit  revelation.  It  is  very 
obvious,  that,  in  so  far  as  our  belief  of  any  doctrine  is  the 
result  of  inference,  it  is  not  an  exercise  of  faith  in  the  testi- 
mony of  God,  but  in  the  accuracy  of  our  own  reasoning 

That  the  Holy  Spirit  is  a  distinct  person  from  tlie  Father  and 
the  Son  seems  to  be  removed  one  step  from  a. direct,  explicit 
revelation,  by  the  necessity  of  previously  determining  that  a 
bein^  capable  of  willing,  choosing,  designing,  commanding, 
forbidding,  of  loving,  being  displeased  or  grieved,  and  other 
particulars  of  a  similar  nature,  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  person. 
That  there  are  three  persons  in  the  Godhead  is  a  second  v&moyQ 
frpm  explicit,  direct  revelation ;  because,  after  defining  what 
we  mean  by  a  person,  and  finding  that  the  Father  is  thus 
determined  to  be  a  person,  and  also  the  Son  and  the  Spirit, 
while  yet  we  believe  that  there  is  only  one  God,  we  infer  from 
the  whole,  that  there  are  three  persons  in  one  God," — Car- 

LILE. 

I  can  hardly  refrain  from  quoting  the  following  passages,. 
as  the  first  so  accurately  represents  my  opponent's  way  of 
reasoning,  and  as  the  second  may  explain  to  some  how  it  is 
that  the  Scriptures  seem  to  teach  tne  great  errors  of  orthodoxy. 

"  We  pick  out  a  text  here  and  there  ;  whereas,  if  we  took 
it  all  together,  and  considered  what  went  before,  and  what 
followed  after,  we  should  find  it  meant  no  such  thing." — 
Sklden. 

"  It  is  no  wonder  if  they  can  accommodate  Scripture  ex- 
pressions to  their  own  dreams  and  fancies ;  for  when  men's 
fancies  are  so  possessed  with  schemes  and  ideas  of  religion, 
whatever  they  look  on  appears  of  the  same  shape  and  colour 

whei-evvith  their  minds  are  already  tinctured All  the 

metaphors,  and  similitudes,  and  allegories  of  Scripture  are 
easily  applied  to  their  purpose  ;  and  if  any  word  sound  like 
the  tinkling  of  their  own  fancies,  it  is  no  less  than  a  demon- 
stration that  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  Spirit  of  Grod ;  and 
every  little  shadow  and  appearance  doth  mightily  confirm  them 
in  their  preconceived  opinions.*' — De.  Wm.  Sjieelock, 

My  opponent  said  that  his  notions  were  held   by  great 
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numbers,  mine  only  by  a  few.  Let  him  weigh  the  following 
observations  on  this  subject  from  one  of  his  party. 

''  Truth  is  rather  the  attribute  of  the  few  than  of  the  many. 
The  real  church  of  God  may  be  the  small  remnant,  scarcely 
visible  amidst  the  mass  of  surrounding  professors.  Who,  then, 
shall  pronounce  any  thing  to  be  divine  truth,  simply  because 
it  has  the  marks  of  having  been  gemraUy  or  uni^rersaliy 
received  among  men  ?  " — Hampden. 

"Our  business  is  to  follow  truth  alone  wherever  it  may  lead 
us  ;  making  candid  allowance  for  the  failings  and  errors  of 
•other  men,  but  using  the  most  vigorous  exertions  to  surmount 
our  own." — ^Dr,  M'All. 

The  following  sentences  also  are  very  good. 

"In  the  formation  of  your  own  opinions,  ...  be  indepen- 
dent ;  use  your  own  reason,  your  own  senses,  your  own  Bible. 
Be  untrammelled  ;  throw  off  the  chains  and  fetters  which 
«ompel  so  many  minds  to  believe  only  what  they  are  told  to 
believe,   and  to  walk  intellectually   and  morally  in  paths 

marked  out  for  them  by  human  teachers. Come  to  your 

•conclusions  cautiously,  and  take  care  that  your  belief  covei** 
no  more  ground  than  your  proofs.  Do  not  dispute  about 
what  you  do  not  understand,  nor  push  your  investigations 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  human  knowledge." — Jacob  Ab- 

BOTT- 

I  showed,  among  other  things,  that  thei'e  was  scarce  a  pas^ 
sage  that  my  opponent  quoted,  but  what  was  allbcted  by 
various  readings, — that  though  one  reading  might  seem  to 
favour  my  opponent's  notions,  others  did  not.  The  following 
remarks  may  tend  to  show,  that  passages  thus  affected  by 
various  readings,  ought  not  to  be  received  as  decisive  proofs  of 
a  doctrine. 

"  Variety  of  reading  is  not  of  slight  consideration.  Every 
variety  of  reading  takes  away  a  degree  of  certainty  from  any 
proposition  derivative  from  those  places  so  read ;  and  if  some 
copies,  especially  if  they  be  public  and  notable,  omit  a  verse 
or  a  tittle,  every  argument  from  such  a  tittle  or  verse  loses  much 
of  its  strength  and  reputation." — Bishop  Taylor. 

The  following  remarks  also  deserve  attention. 

"  When  easy  and  natural  interpretations  offer  themselves, 
those  interpi-etations  ought  to  be  avoided  which  deduce  asto-* 
nishing  and  incredible  doctrines." — H.  Horne. 

"  An  obscure,  doubtful,  ambiguous,  or  figurative  text  must 
never  be  interpreted  in  such  a  sense  as  to  make  it  contradict 
a  plain  one." — H.  Horne. 

"  In  considering  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion^ 
what  is  clear  is  not  to  be  rendered  obscure  by  a  few  dark  pas-« 
sages ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  obscure  passages  are  to  be  illus■^ 


trated  by  such  as  are  more  clear.  No  article  of  faith  can  be 
established  from  metaphors,  parables,  or  single  obscure  and 
figoi-ative  t^xts." — H.  HoAke. 

My  opponent  contended  that  the  name  "the  lord  our 
EiOHTEousxESs"  in  Jeremiah  xxiii,  6  ;  &  xxxiii.  16,  referred 
to  Christ,  and  proved  hian  to  be  Jehovah.  In  addition  to  what 
I  said  in  reply  to  his  remarks  on  those  passages,  I  may  add 
the  following  remarks  from  one  of  my  opponent's  favourite 
authorities,  grothts. 

*'  This  is  the  name  which  they  shall  call  it  (namely,  the  people,} 
the  Lord  our  righteousness*^*     And  then  again ; 

"  What  is  here  affirmed  of  the  people  of  Israel  is  afterwards 
said  of  the  city  of  Jerusalem,"  Jer.  xxxiii.  16. — Grotius. 

T  may  also  observe,  that  Grotius  does  not  consider  either  tl*e 
name  a  righteous  branchy  or  the  name  The  Lord  our  right- 
eousness to  refer  to  Christ.  The  first,  A  righteous  branch,  he 
applies  to  Zerubbabel.     His  words  are  these. 

"  A  righteous  Bramh.  Zerubbabel  is  here,  and  in  Zech.  vi. 
12,  called  a  branch,  because  as  a  sprout  he  grew  from  the  tree 
of  David." — Grotius. 

On  Jer.  xxxiii.  16,  This  is  the  name  wherewith  she  shall  be 
called.  The  Lord  our  righteousness  :  he  says  ;   * 

**  The  sense  is  the  same  as  in  chap,  xxiii.  6,  except  merely 
that  there  the  people,  here  the  city,  is  spoken  of." — Grotius. 

My  opponent  quoted  Micah  v,  2,  "  But  thou,  Beth-lehem 
Ephratah,  though  thou  be  little  among  the  thousands  of  Judah,, 
yet  out  of  thee  shall  he  come  forth  unto  me  that  is  to  be  ruler 
in  Israel ;  whose  goings  forth  have  been  from  of  old,  from 
everlasting."  as  a  prophecy  of  Christ,  and  as  a  proof  of  Ciirist'ft 
eternity.  But  this  passage  also  is  applied  to  Zerubbabel  by 
'Grotius.  ^  His  words  are  ; — 

"  Zerubbabel  is  rightly  said  to  have  come  forth  out  of  Beth- 
lehem, because  he  was  of  the  family  of  David,  which  took  its 
rise  in  Bethlehem." — Grotius. 

The  words  translated  in  the  common  version,  "  from  ever- 
lasting," Grotius  translates,  "-4  Longis  temporibus;"  from 
far  back,  or  ancient  times,  and  he  takes  the  words  as  expressing 
the  ancientness  of  the  family  from  which  Zerubbabel  sprung  ^ 
and  he  adds, 

**  Zerubbabel  takes  his  origin  from  an  illustrious  house  of 
ancient  times,  that  had  been  the  reigning  family  during  five 
hundred  years.'* — Grotius. 

Another  passage  quoted  by  my  opponent  to  prove  Christ's 
Godhead,  and  his  equality  to  the  Father,  w^as  Zech.  xiii.  7, 
'*  Awake,  O  sword,  against  my  shepherd,  and  against  the 
mem  that  is  my  fellow,  saith  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  &c.,"  Grotius 
takes  the  words  "  my  shepherd  S^c*^  to  refer  to  Judas  Maccabeus. 
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Calvin  understands  the  words,  of  Crod's  shepherds  or  prophets 
generally.    His  words  are  : — 

**I  have  no  doubt,  that,  by  this  title,  [my  fellow]  €{od 
distinguishes  his  shepherds,  because  he  represented  himself  by 
them  to  his  people ;  and  the  more  eminent  any  one  is,  tlw 

more  nearly  allied  is  he  to  the  Deity The  prophet  speaks 

of  shepherds  as  God's  associates^  on  account  of  their  union 
with  him,  and  because,  as  St.  Paul  says,  they  are  **  fellow- 
workers"  and  "labourers  together  with  God."  2  Cor.  vi.  1. 
1  Cor.  iii.  9." — Calvin. 

The  following  are  Dr.  Blaney's  words. 

**  This  passage  has  been  usually  understood  to  pnjdict  the 
suflferings  and  death  of  Christ.  I  have  no  conception,  that  it 
has  the  most  distant  relation  thereto.  Yet  some  have  gone  so 
far  as  to  find  in  the  word  amithi  a  proof  of  the  Divinity  of 

Christ's  person But  all  that  can  be  made  of  amithi  \Sy 

that  it  may  signify  a  neighbour,  one  that  is  near  or  next  to 
another,  or  that  bears  some  kind  of  correspondence  or  resem- 
blance to  him,  but  exclusive  of  the  idea  of  parity,  I  should 
think  it  would  be  requisite  to  show,  by  some  better  argument 
than  a  bare  assertion,  that  equality  of  nature  or  consubstan- 
tiality  is  necessarily  implied  in  the  term  (miithu  For  though 
a  man  and  his  neighbour,  who  liveth  near  him,  be  of  the  same 
nature  with  one  another, — ^which,  I  think,  is  the  argument 
adduced, — it  would  not  surely  follow,  that  if  God  were  pleased 
to  bring  a  man  Tiear  unto  himself,  as  he  did  Enoch  (Gen.  v. 
24),  or  to  place  him  next  in  authority,  as  he  did  David,  aver 
his  people,  that  there  would  be  any  such  thing  as  equality  or 
consubstantiality  between  them."^-DR.  Blatney.  :  Noie  i9 
his  Translation  of  jSechariahy  p.  67 ;  and  Appendix,  in  reply 
to  Dr.  3deleigh,  p.  82. 

The  following  remarks  on  my  opponent's  notion  that  prophe- 
cies have  two  meanings,  are  from  Dr.  Alexander,  an  eminent 
Trinitarian.  After  stating  his  views  on  certain  principles,  be 
says, "  Among  other  advantages  which  the  intelligent  applica- 
tion of  these  principles  promises  to  the  student  of  prophecy,  not 
the  least  important,  in  my  estimation,  is,  that  they  enable  him 
to  dispense  with  the  theory  of  a  plurality  of  senses  in  pro* 
phecy.  Whatever  charms  this  theory  may  possess  for  the 
mystic,  or  the  man  of  warm  imagination,  it  is  one  which  the 
sober  interpreter  will  be  very  unwilling  to  adopt,  if  it  can,  by 
possibility,  be  dispensed  with.  A  plurality  of  senses  is  so 
unlike  what  we  should  expect  in  a  revelation  of  the  Divine 
Will ;  the  admission  of  it  is  so  apt  to  be  abused,  and  indeed,  has 
so  often  been  abused  to  the  purposes  of  fanaticism  and  error  ; 
the  principle  of  it  is  so  arbitrary,  and  so  entirely  unauthorized 
by  any  of  the  New  Testament  expositions  of  prophecy  ;  and 
the  application  of  it  is  so  uncertain  and  fluctuating,  even  in 
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tibs  (hftivifi  of  its  most  able  advocates  ;*  that  unless  it  can  be 
shown  to  be  absolutely  indispensable  for  the  consistent  inter- 
jnetation  of  prophecy,  no  sober  inquirer  after  truth  will  con- 
sider himself  justified  in  adopting  it.  It,  in  fact,  exposes  the 
proplietical  Scriptures  to  be  turned  into  a  mere  arena  for  the 
display  of  fanciful  igenuity,  and  endangers  the  entire  evidence 
of  prophecy,  viewed  as  a  prediction  of  future  events.  Nor  are 
its  advocates  at  all  agreed  as  to  the  extent  of  its  application, 
or  the  criteria  by  which  its  presence  is  to  be  determined  ;  some 
contending  for  as  many  senses  as  the  words  will  bear,  while 
others  restrict  themselves  to  two — ^a  literal  and  a  spiritual ; 
some  proposing  one  test  of  its  applicability,  some  another  ; 
whilst  others,  repudiating  all  tests,  insist  upon  pursuing  their 
ambiguous  course  from  beginning  to  end  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment. Where  a  rule  of  interpretation  stands  itsslf  in  so  much 
need  of  being  interpreted,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at  if  it 
should  be  viewed  with  suspicion  and  distrust  by  those  who, 
having  no  favourite  system  to  defend  at  all  hazards,  aim  ex- 
clusively in  studying  Scripture,  at  evolving  from  its  words  the 
?recise  meaning  which  the  Divine  Spirit  has  embodied  in  them, 
'he  more,  the  ancient  prophecies  are  studied  in  this  spirit,  the 
more  do  I  feel  satisfied  will  it  be  found  that  such  a  principle 
of  interpretation  is  unnecessary,  and  that,  to  use  the  words  of 
a  profound  scholar,  '*  there  is  really  no  prophecy  which  may 
not  be  restricted  to  one  sense, — such  a  sense  as  fully  meets  all 
the  exigences  of  the  connexion  in  which  it  occurs. '*t 

The  learned  Dr.  Pye  Smith  in  a  discourse  on  the  principles 
of  Interpretation  thus  observes, — "  I  conceive  the  term  double 
sense  to  be  ill  chosen,  and  liable  to  be  misunderstood  ;  and  that 
another  expression  current  in  some  circles,  a  literal  and  a 
spiritual  sense^  is  still  more  improper  and  pernicious.  That 
which  it  is  our  duty  to  seek  after,  is  the  true,  genuine,  intended 
sense  of  the  word  of  God  ;  *  the  mind  of  the  spirit.'  This  must 
be  ultimately  and  essentially  one :  and  if  we  are  at  liberty  to 
invent  a  second  sense,  why  not  a  third  and  a  fourth  ?  And 
would  not  this  destroy  all  certainity  in  the  use  of  language. 
When  we  receive  a  letter  on  any  important  subject  from  a 
friend,  we  read  it  with  a  view  to  ascertain  its  meaning,  to  know 

*  It  is  a  remarkable  fact,  that  in  hardly  a  single  instance  can  this  theory  be  car- 
ried out  in  its  application  to  an  entire  passage.  In  most  cases,  its  advocates 
present  us,  not  with  a  double  sense,  a  literal  and  a  spiritual  in  each  verse,  but  with 
two  distinct  subjects,  of  which  now  one  and  then  the  other  is  taken  up.  Thus,  in 
Ps.  xxii,  for  instance,  instead  of  showing  that  every  verse  refers  to  David  in  one 
sense,  and  to  the  Messiah  in  another,  we  have  the  psalm  cut  into  fragments,  of  which 
this  is  held  to  refer  only  to  David,  and  that  only  to  the  Messiah.  To  speak  of  th^s 
as  a  double  tense  is  plainly  absurd. 

t  Henderson's  Introductory  Dissert,  to  his  Translation  qf  Isaiah,  p.  22.  See 
also  Marsh's  Lectures  on  the  Criticism  and  Interpretation  of  the  Bible,  Lect.  x- 
Smith  (Dr.  J.  P.)  On  the  Principles  of  Interpretation  as  applied  to  the  PropfuL 
eies,&c.,  p.  61. 


572 


the  real  sentiments  and  intention  of  the  writer  ;  and  having 
obtained  this,  we  are  satisfied."  To  the  same  eifect  passages 
might  easily  be  quoted  from  the  lectures  of  that  distinguished 
biblical  critic,  Bishop  Marsh. 


My  opponent  twice  or  thrice  requested  me  to  state  my  views 
of  the  Scriptures,  and  professed  to  be  willing  to  reply  to  them. 
Yet,  curious  enough,  when  I  spoke  of  the  Book  of  Revelations, 
so  called,  as  a  spurious  book,  he  complained  that  I  had  broken 
the  regulations  in  so  doing.  What  did  he  want?  Did  he 
'wish  to  tantalize  me,  as  he  did  on  the  miraculous  conception  ? 
Did  he  urge  me  to  state  my  views  on  the  Scriptures,  because 
he  knew  the  regulations  forbade  me  to  state  them  ?  Will  he 
explain  this  matter  ?  Meanwhile,  I  may  state  that  my  views 
of  the  Scriptures  are  given  at  tolerable  length,  in  the  following 
tracts,  Inspiration  and  Infallihilxtyy  ^c.  Letters  to  W.  Cookcy 
No.  o.  The  Christian,  No,  29,  S;c.  if  W.  Cook  had  thought 
fit  to  read  to  the  meeting  wliat  is  contained  in  those  works  at 
length,  instead  of  quoting  pieces  of  sentences,  and  misrepresent- 
ing their  meaning,  he  would  have  had  no  need  to  ask  for  any 
other  statement  of  my  views,  on  that  subject.  I  cannot  tran- 
scribe what  I  have  published  in  those  tracts  here,  nor  even  give 
the  substance  of  the  articles  ;  but  I  mav  add  a  few  remaks. 

1.  I  regard  the  orthodox  notions  of  inspiration  and  infalli- 
bility as  both  unscriptural  and  irrational,  and  as  contrary  to 
the  plainest  facts.  Whatever  other  notions  of  inspiration  may 
be  true,  the  orthodox  notions  are  not.  They  are  as  false  as 
infidelity  itself.  They  rest  on  falsehood,  they  are  propped  by 
falsehood,  and  they  are  made  up  of  falsehood.  Fraud,  fraud 
of  the  most  revolting  kind,  runs  through  the  whole  orthodox 
theory.  The  frauds  that  are  mixed  up  with  the  orthodox  theory 
of  inspiration,  canonicity,  infallibility,  <kc.,  the  lies  that  have 
been  forged  to  make  it  pass  for  truth,  are  endless.  I  do  not 
wonder  at  so  many  people  turning  infidels,  when  I  consider 
what  false  and  irrational  notions  have  been  taught  on  this 
subject,  and  what  frauds  have  been  invented  and  employed  to 
prop  up  those  notions.  If  religion  had  had  no  better  fi'iends 
than  orthodox  theologians  and  hireling  priests,  we  might  have 
had  nothing  else  but  infidels  by  this. 

2.  I  am  thoroughly  persuaded  that  the  oHhodox  notions 
about  the  Scriptures  will  pass  away.  They  are  passing  away. 
There  are  multitudes  who  already  see  those  notions  to  be  a 
great  imposition,  a  bundle  of  delusions.  And  thei*e  are  multi- 
tudes more  who  are  beginning  to  look  into  the  subject,  and 
who  are  resolved,  by  God's  help,  both  to  know  the  truth  and 
to  declare  it  too.  The  subject  is  engaging  the  attention  of  some 
of  the  most  intelligent,  and  learned,  and  upright  of  mankind. 
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The  inconsistency  and  absurdity  of  orthodox  notions  will  be 
m&de  plain ;  the  Scriptures  will  be  regarded  in  their  pa*oper 
light ;  they  will  be  used  in  the  way  that  God  designed  ;  and 
instead  of  being  made  the  means  of  bewildering,  frightening?, 
and  enslaving  people,  they  will  become  the  means,  in  connexion 
with  other  means,  of  enlightening,  comforting,  and  emancipa- 
ting, the  human  race  at  large..  A  great  revolution  is  at  hand 
with  respect  to  notions  of  the  Scriptures,  as  well  as  with  respect 
to  orthodox  notions  generally.  The  sects  and  priesthoods  of 
the  day  may  do  what  they  please,  but  they  are  doomed,  and 
they  will  pass  away.  I  fix  no  dates  ;  I  make  no  pretence  to 
supernatural  foi-esight ;  but  I  am  fully  persuaded  that  ortho- 
dox systems,  and  orthodox  sects,  and  orthodox  priesthoods, 
will  perish  ;  and  that  this  prediction  will  remain  and  be 
remembered  till  they  have  ceased  to  be. 

3.  Though  I  cannot  repeat  heife  what  I  have  pu*blished  on 
the  Scriptures  in  my  tracts,  I  may,  nevertheless,  ask  my  oppo- 
nent a  few  questions  on  the  subject ;  and  also  state,  that  if  he 
would  like  to  discuss  the  subject  with  me,  I  shall  meet  him 
whenever  he  may  think  proper. 

Questions,  1.  Do  you  believe  in  tlie  full  inspiration  and 
infallibility  of  the  common  English  translation  V  2.  Do  you 
believe  in  the  inspiration  and  infallibility  of  a»^  translation  ? 
3.  Do  you  not  believe  that  all  translations  are,  ia  many  par- 
ticulars,  erroneous  ?  4.  Do  you  not  believe  that  all  transla- 
tors are  fallible  ?  5.  Have  you  any  proof  that  ever  there  was 
an  infallible  translation  or  translator?     6.  Have  yon  any 

I)roof  that  there  ever  will  be  an  infallible  translation  or  trans- 
ator  of  the  Scriptures?  7.  But  if  all  translations  are  falli-» 
b|e,  how  can  you  say  that  those,  who  have  nothing  else  but 
a  translation  to  go  by,  have  an  infallible  guide  ?  8.  Can  a 
f(dlible  translation  be  an  infallible  guide  ?  0.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  more  than  nineteen  out  of  twenty  have  notliing  else  but 
fallible  translations  to  go  by  ?  10.  You  may  say  they  have 
teachers  who  know  the  originals,  but  are  their  teachers  infal- 
lible ?  Are  you  infallible  ?  And  if  their  teachers  are  as  falli- 
ble as  the  translations,  are  they  not  still  without  an  infallible 
guide  ?  Will  two  fallibles  make  one  fallible  ?  Will  two 
blacks  make  one  white  ?  Supposing  the  Greek  and  Hebrew 
Sciptures  to  be  an  infallible  teacher  to  Greeks  and  Hebrews,, 
of  what  use  is  an  infallible  teacher  if  it  speak  only  in  Hebrew 
or  Greek  to  people  who  know  only  English  ?  But  are  you 
not  aware,  that  the  Greek  and  Hebrew  Scriptures  are  also  fal- 
lible ?  You  may  believe  that  the  Greek  and  Hebrew  Scrip- 
tures were  perfect,  free  from  error,  infallible,  atflrst^ — ^that 
the  original  copies,  the  copies  written  by  the  authors  them- 
selves, were  perfect,  or  infallible  ;  but  are  the  original  copies  in 
existence  ?  Are  you  not  aware  that  they  are  all  lost  ?  Besides,. 
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supposing  that  they  were  still  in  existence,  do  Vou  not  know 
that  only  one  man  could  possess  them  ;  and  that  the  rest  of 
men  could  only  have  copies^  transcripts  of  them  ?  And  who 
would  have  to  make  the  copies  ?  Would  not  writers  and  prin- 
ters have  to  make  them  ?  And  are  not  writers  and  printers 
fallible  ?  And  could  fallible  men  make  infallible  copies  1  You 
are  aware,  then,  are  you  not,  that  the  Greek  and  Hebrew 
Scriptures  now  in  existence,  are  no  more  infallible  than  the 
common  translation?  That  whether  they  be  less  erroneous 
or  not,  they  are  not  infallible  ?  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  of  all  the 
Greek  manuscripts  in  existence,  there  are  not  two  alike  ?  la 
it  not  a  fact  that  upwards  of  a  million  various  readings  hava 
been  already  discovered  in  the  Greek  manuscripts  of  the  New 
Testament  alone  ?  There  are  only  about  a  million  of  letters- 
in  the  New  Testament ;  is  it  not  a  fact  then  that  there  are- 
more  various  rendings  in  the  Greek  manuscripts  of  the  New 
Testament,  than  there  are  letters  in  the  whole  book  ?  And  do 
not  those  various  readings  affect  those  very  passages  which 
you  bring  forward  to  prove  what  you  profess  to  regard  as 
fundamental  doctrines  ?  Can  you  tell  wkich  of  those  manu- 
scripts are  correct  and  which  are  erroneous  ?  Can  either  you 
or  any  other  man  prove  that  any  one  of  them  is  correct  ?  If 
the  originals  were  in  existence,  we  might  compare  them  all 
with  them,  and  see  whether  any  of  them  are  correct ;  but  you 
are  aware,  I  suppose,  that  the  originals  are  lost? — that  if 
they  have  not  perished,  no  one  knows  where  they  are  to  be 
found  ?  But  if  this  be  the  state  of  things,  what  becomes  of 
your  notion  of  an  infallible  guide  ?  Are  you  not  aware,  even 
when  you  talk  about  an  infallible  guide,  that  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  an  infallible  guide,  in  the  form  of  Scriptures,  in 
existence?  I  say,  are  you  not  aware  of  this?  I  am  aware 
that  this  question  is  a  dreadful  insinuation, — I  am  aware  that 
it  insinuates  that  when  you  are  guilty  of  fraud,— that  when 
you  try  to  make  people  believe  that  the  Scriptures  are  a  wholly 
correct,  perfect,  and  infallible  guide,  you  try  to  make  theni 
believe  what  you  do  not  believe  yourself — that  you  are  guilty 
of  the  same  kind  of  fraud  by  which  the  ancient  fathers  and 

?opish  and  pagan  priests  were  accustomed  to  deceive  the  people ; 
am  aware,  I  say,  of  this,  but  that  is  no  matter :  I  still 
press  the  question,'  Are  not  you  aware,  notwithstanding  your 
talk  about  the  Scriptures  being  an  infallible  guide,  that  there 
is  not  such  a  thing  as  an  infallible  version  or  manuscript  of 
the  Scriptures  in  existence  ?  If  not,  say  so.  If  you  think 
there  is  a  perfect,  a  faultless,  an  infallible  version  or  manu- 
script of  the  Scriptures  in  existence,  will  you  tell  us  which, 
you  think  is  it  ?  For  myself,  I  tell  you  plainly,  that  I  believe 
you  are  a  wilful,  a  conscious,  a  deliberate  deceiver  of  mankind. 
1  believe  most  firmly,  that  you  labour  to  make  people  believe^ 
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what  you  do  not  believe  yourself,  and  that  you  labour  to  pre- 
vent people  from  believing  what  you  know  well  to  be  true. 
I  do  not  believe  that  you  are  alone  in  this :  I  believe  that 
orthodox  preachers  generally  do  the  same.  I  know  that  this  sin 
is  exceedingly  common  among  preachers ;  I  believe  it  to  be 
well  nigh  univei"sal  among  the  more  thoughtful  and  intelligent 
of  orthodox  preachers,  i  believe  that  Richard  Watson,  one 
of  the  ablest  men  that  ever  had  a  place,  either  in  the  New 
Connexion  or  the  Old  Connexion  was  guilty  of  this  sin.  Nor 
do'  I  speak  these  things  in  malice.  R' chard  Watson  is  gone  ; 
and  while  he  lived  he  knew  little  or  nothing  of  me,  and  never 
mentioned  me  that  I  am  aware  of,  either  one  way  or  another. 
And  I  have  no  more  desire  to  injure  you,  than  I  have  to  injure 
the  departed  Watson.  But  I  wish  to  illustrate  and  make  mani- 
fest a  great  and  tremendous  fact.  I  wish  men  to  know,  that 
as  there  were  persons  among  the  ancient  Jews,  and  among  the 
ancient  Pagans,  who  were  afraid  of  people  knowing  the  whole 
truth,  who  thought  with  the  wise  and  talked  with  the  vulgar, 
who  laboured  to  keep  up  notions  among  the  people  which  they 
knew  to  be  talse,  and  who  were  afraid  of  the  people  believing 
things  which  they  knew  to  be  true, — I  say  I  wish  men  to 
know,  that  as  there  were  people  of  this  kind  among  the 
ancient  Jews  and  Pagans,  so  there  are  people  of  that  de- 
scription now.  I  wish  men  to  know  that  the  use  of  pious 
frauds  has  not  come  to  an  end  ;  that  if  they  do  not  take  the 
advice  of  Christ,  to  " hpware  of  men" — that  if  they  do  not 
test  and  try  what  the  priesthoods  tell  them,  they  are  as  liable 
to  be  imposed  on  by  deceitful  arts  at  the  present  day,  as  men 
were  in  the  days  of  old,  when  fables  and  forgeries  were  mul- 
tiplied without  end,  and  when  the  principal  persons  in  the 
church  declared  that  fraud  or  falsehood  was  allowable  or 
advisable  when  the  interests  of  religion  could  be  promoted  by 
its  use.  I  kntyw  that  preachers  practise  fraud.  I  know  that 
it  is  a  common  custom  for  them  to  do  so.  I  know  that  a  man 
that  thinks  and  learns  the  truth  to  any  considerable  extent, 
would  be  expelled  either  from  the  Old  Connexion  priesthood  or 
the  New  Connexion  priesthood,  if  he  did  not  practise  fraud. 
You  would  be  expelled  yourself,  if  you  were  to  declare 
what  you  know  to  be  the  truth  in  answer  to  the  questions 
I  have  proposed  to  you.  1  am  aware  that  some,  even  of 
my  friends,  w^ill  blame  me  for  speaking  what  I  believe  and 
know  on  this  subject ;  but  truth  and  duty  are  more  dear  tome 
than  all  the  friends  T  have  ;  and  truth  and  duty  required  of 
me  this  solemn  declaration.  They  may  think  such  disclosures 
will  do  harm.  I  think  otherwise.  It  is  my  conviction  they 
will  do  good.  It  is  my  conviction  that  they  are  necessary. 
The  extent  to  which  the  masses  of  the  people  are  imposed  upon, 
both  in  reference  to  matters  of  doctrine,  and  matters  of  pro- 
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perty,  by  persons  who  call  themselves  the  ministers  of  Christ, 
is  truly  awful.  If  I  had  not  had  proof  too  plain  to  be  disputed, 
too  strong  to  be  resisted,  I  could  not  have  believed  it  possible, 
that  men  professing  godliness  could  have  been  so  faithless  to 
the  cause  of  truth,  so  distrustful  of  the  human  mind,  so  un- 
worthy of  the  Christian  name.  I  could  not  have  believed,  if 
plain  facts  and  personal  experience  had  not  obliged  me  to  do 
so,  that  it  was  possible  for  religious  frauds  to  be  carried  so  far, 
and  practised  so  commonly  in  our  days,  as  they  are.  And  I 
must  speak  out.  If  I  should  lose  thereby  the  last  friend  I 
liave  on  earth,  I  must  declare,  that  I  knoto  that  many  preachers, 
and  that  I  most  firmly  believe  that  the  more  thoughtful  and 
intelligent  of  orthodox  preachers  generally,  do  knowingly,  and 
purposely,  and  studiously  withhold  from  men  the  truth,  and 
labour  to  keep  up  among  them  the  belief  of  error.  They  en- 
tourage forms  of  expression  w^hich  they  know  to  be  false  ; 
they  give  out  hymns  for  people  to  sing,  which  they  know  are 
not  true  ;  they  teach  them  doctrines  which  they  do  not  them- 
selves believe,  and  they  try  to  keep  them  from  knowing  or 
believing  things  which  they  know  to  be  true.  I  am  aware 
that  they  liave  what  they  call  reasons  for  so  doing  ;  but  no 
reason  under  heaven  can  justify  deliberate  and  habitual  false-^ 
hood.  They  say  that  if  the  common  people  were  made 
acquainted  with  the  various  readings  of  manuscripts,  with  the 
deceitful  arts  of  the  ancient  fathers,  with  the  quarellings,  cur- 
sings, and  cruelties  of  early  counsels,  with  the  multitudes  of 
apocryphal  books  tliat  were  written  in  the  first  ages  of  Chris- 
tianity, with  the  errors  of  transcribers  and  translators,  witli 
the  forgeries,  and  mutilations  of  pretended  saints,  &c.,  they 
would  be  shocked  and  driven  into  infidelity,  1 .  They  say, 
that  if  the  faith  of  the  common  people  be  shaken  in  one  thing 
M'hich  they  have  been  accustomed  to  believe,  it  will  be  shaken 
in  another,  and  then  another,  and  another,  till  they  will  run 
into  downright  infidelity,  and  believe  nothing  at  all.  They 
say,  that  if  common  people  were  alio  »-red  to  know  all,  they 
would  be  quite  at  a  loss  both  what  to  believe  and  what  not  to 
believe,  and  would  fall  a  prey  to  the  cunning  craftiness  of 
papists  and  infidels,  that  lie  in  wait  to  deceive.  So  they  cheat 
them  themselves,  to  prevent  them  from  being  cheated  by  others. 
They  tell  them  lies,  to  get  them  to  believe  the  tinith.  They 
are  so  frightened  of  popery,  that  they  imitate  the  very  worst 
parts  of  the  very  worst  forms  of  popery.  They  have  such  a 
dread  of  infidelity,  that  they  will  transgress  the  most  sacred  laws 
of  religion.  They  are  afraid  the  devil  will  overcome  their  weak 
brethren,  so  they  go  to  defend  them  against  the  devil,  by  the 
devil's  own  weapons.  But  these  fears  will  not  justify  your  frauds 
either  before  God  or  men.  Nor  will  they  answer  the  end  for 
which  they  are  designed.  They  never  can  serve  the  interests  of 
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religion,  nor  will  they  serve  your  own  interests  in  the  end. 
On  the  contrary,  they  will  injure  religion,  so  far  as  it  can  be 
injured,  and  as  for  yourselves,  they  will  bring  down  on  you  a 
mass  of  infamy,  that  will  ruin  your  reputation  and  your  trade 
for  ever. 

There  is  no  danger  whatever  to  be  feared  iFrom  the  free  de- 
claration of  the  truth  to  common  people.  The  common  people 
are  as  fit  to  be  trusted  with  the  truth  as  any.  The  common 
people  Qx%  fitter  to  be  trusted  with  the  truth  than  most.  Your 
fears  lest  they  should  become  infidels,  is  a  proof  that  you  are 
little  better  than  infidels  yourselves.  If  you  do  not  question  the 
truth  of  Christianity,  you  prove  yourselves  to  be  but  badly 
acquainted  with  its  evidences  and  power.  If  you  do  not  ques- 
tion the  truth  of  Christianity,  you  question  the  ability  of  com- 
mon minds  to  appreciate  its  worth,  and  that  is  not  mtich  better. 
But  if  you  were  not  infidels,  how  dare  yon  transgress  the  pre- 
cepts of  religion,  by  making  a  lie  and  practising  deceit  ? 

Bufl  must  proceed  with  my  questions. 

Do  you  not  know  that  the  New  Testament  forbids  some 
things  which  the  Old  Testament  commanded^  and  that  the  Old 
Testament  commands  a  multitude  of  things  which  the  New 
Testament  abolishes,  or  declares  to  be  no  longer  binding  ?  Do 
you  not  therefore  know  that  it  is  impossible  for  these  two 
Testaments,  commanding  opposite  things,  and  giving  different 
rules  of  life,  to  be  one  infallible  guide  ?  And  do  you  not  know 
that  this  is  what  is  meant  by  the  tract  to  which  you  so  often 
referred  in  the  discussion,  when  it  speaks  of  the  Btbhy  the  con- 
tradictory precepts  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  when  all 
bound  up  together,  and  held  forth  as  one  guide,  being  a  two- 
mouthed  guide,  and  a  double-tongued  director  ?  Is  it  possible 
for  two  mouths  to  speak  more  opposite  things, — is  it  possible 
for  two  tongues  to  give  more  opposite  directions,  or  more  con- 
tradictory instructions  than  the  following  : — 


OLD  TESTAMENT, 

OR  FIBST  MOUTH. 

"  And  if  any  mischief  follow, 
then  thou  shalt  give  life  for  life, 
eye  for  eye,  tooth  for  tooth,  hand 
for  hand,  foot  for  foot,  burning 
for  burning,  wound  for  wound, 
stripe  for  stripe." — Exod.  xxi. 
23—25. 

"  And  if  a  man  cause  a  blem- 
ish in  his  neighbour ;  as  he  hath 
done,  so  shall  it  be  done  to  him ; 
breach  for  breach,  eye  for  eye, 
tooth  for  tooth :  as  he  hath  caused 
a  blemish  in  a  man,  so  shall  it 


NEW  TESTAMENT, 

OB  SECOND  MOUTH. 

"  Ye  have  heard  that  it  hath 
been  said.  An  eye  for  an  eye, 
and  a  tooth  for  a  tooth :  but  I 
say  unto  you.  That  ye  resist  not 
evil :  but  whosoever  shall  smite 
thee  on  thy  right  cheek,  turn  to 
him  the  other  also.  And  if  any 
man.  will  sue  thee  at  the  law, 
and  take  away  thy  coat,  let  him 
have  thy  cloak  also.  And  who- 
soever shall  compel  thee  to  ffo  » 
mile,  go  with  him  twain.'*-^ 
V.  88—41. 
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be  done  to  him  again." — Lev. 
xxiv.  19,  20. 

"  If  a  Mse  witness  rise  up  a- 
gainst  any  man  to  testify  against 
him  that  which  is  wrong ;  then 
shall  ye  do  unto  hi|p^  as  he  had 
tl^ought  to  have  done  unto  his 
brother:  so  shalt  thou  put  the 
evil  away  from  among  you.  And 
thine  eye  shall  not  pity :  but  life 
shall  go  for  life,  eye  for  eye,  tooth 
for  tooth,  hand  for  hand,  foot  for 
foot."— Deut.  xix.  16,19,  21. 


"  Recompense  to  man  evil  for 
evil.  Dearly  beloved,  avenge  not 
yourselves,  but  rather  give  place 
unto  wraUi;  for  it  is  written. 
Vengeance  is  mine;  I  will  re- 
pay, saith  the  Lord.  Therefore, 
if  thine  enemy  hunger,  feed  him ; 
if  he  thirst,  give  him  drink ;  for 
in  BO  doing  thou  shalt  heap  coals 
of  fire  on  his  head." — ^Rom.  xii. 
17,  19—21. 


"  An  Ammonite  or  a  Moabite 
shall  not  enter  into  the  congre- . 
gation  of  the  Lord ;  even  to  their 
tenth  generation  shall  they  not 
enter  into  the  congregation  of 
the  Lord  for  ever  :  because  they 
met  you  not  with  bread  and  with 
water  in  the  way,  when  ye  came 
forth  out  of  Egypt?  and  because 
they  hired  against  thee  Balaam 
the  son  of  Beor  of  Pethor  of  Me- 
sopotamia, to  curse  thee.  Thou 
shalt  not  seek  their  peace  nor 
their  prosperity  all  thy  days  for 
ever." — Deut.  xxiii.  3,  4,  6. 

"  Yea,  mine  own  familiar  friend, 
in  whom  I  trusted,  which  did 
eat  of  my  bread,  hath  lifted  up 
his  heel  against  me.  But  thou, 
O  Lord,  be  merciful  unto  me, 
and  raise  me  up,  that  I  may  re- 
^ite  them." — Psalm  xli.  9,  10. 


"  Ye  have  heard  that  it  hath 
been  said.  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbour,  and  hate  thineenemy, 
but  I  say  unto  you.  Love  yonr 
enemies,  bless  them  that  corse 
you,  do  good  to  them  that  hate 
you,  and  pray  for  them  which 
despitefiilly  use  you,  and  perse- 
cute you ;  that  ye  may  be  the 
children  of  your  Father  which  is 
in  heaven :  for  he  maketh  his  sun 
to  rise  on  the  evil  and  on  the 
good,  and  sendeth  rain  on  the 
just  and  on  the  unjust.  For  if 
ye  love  them  which  love  you, 
what  reward  have  ye]  do  not 
even  the  publicans  the  same? 
And  if  ye  salute  your  brethren 
only,  what  do  ye  more  than 
others'?  do  not  even  tte  publi- 
cans so?  Be  ye  therefore  per- 
fect, even  as  your  Father  which 
is  in  heaven  is  perfect." — ^Matt. 
V.  43—48. 

"  Bless  them  which  persecute 
you:  bless,  and  curse  not." — 
Bom.  xii.  14. 


"And  God  said  unto  Abra- 
ham, Thou  shalt  keep  my  cove- 
nant therefore,  thou,  and  thy 
seed  after  thee  in  their  genera- 
tions. This  is  my  covenant  which 
ye  shall  keep,  between  me  and 
you  and  thy  seed  after  thee; 
Every  man  child  among  you  shall 
be  circumcised.  And  ye  shall 
circumcise  the  flesh  of  your  fore- 
skin ;  and  it  shall  be  a  token  of 
the  coveimnt  betwixt  me  and  you. 


"  For  in  Christ  Jesus,  neither 
circumcision  availeth  any  thing, 
nor  uncircumcision ;  but  faiSi 
which  worketh  by  love." — Gal. 
V.  6. 

"  For  in  Christ  Jesus  neither 
circumcision  availeth  anything,, 
nor  uncircumcision,  but  a  new 
creature.  And  as  many  as  walk 
according  to  this  rule,  peace  be  on 
them,  and  mercy,  and  upon  the 
Israel  of  Gq4."— Ga],  vi.  ^5,  IQ, 
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He  that  is  born  in  tfay  house, 
and  he  that  ia  bought  with  thy 
money,  must  needs  be  circum- 
cised :  and  my  covenant  shall 
be  in  your  flesh  for  an  everlast- 
ing covenant.  And  the  uncir- 
cumcised  man  child  whose  flesh 
of  his  foreskin  is  not  circumcis- 
ed, that  soul  must  be  cut  off  from 
his  people ;  he  hath  broken  my 
covenant." — Gen.  xvii.  10,  11, 
13,  14. 
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"  But  unto  the  place  which  the 
Lord  your  God  shall  choose  out 
of  all  your  tribes  to  put  his  name 
there,  even  unto  his  habitation 
shall  ye  seek,  and  thither  thou 
shalt  come :  and  thither  ye  shall 
bring  your  burnt-offerings,  and 
your  sacrifices,  and  your  tithes, 
and  your  heave  offerings  of  your 
hand,  and  your  vows,  and  your 
free-will-offerings,  and  the  first- 
lings of  your  herds  and  of  your 
flocks." — Deut.  xii.  6,  6. 

"  Three  times  in  a  year  shall 
all  thy  males  appear  before  the 
Lord  thy  God  in  the  plaee  which 
he  shall  t^oae ;  [Jerusalem]  in 
the  feast  of  unleavened  bread, 
and  in  the  feast  of  weeks,  and  in 
the  feast  of  tabernacles :  and  they 
shall  not  appear  before  the  Lord 
empty." — Deut.  xvi.  16. 


Is  any  man  called  being  cir- 
cumcised] let  him  not  become 
uncircumcised.  Is  any  called  in 
uncircumcision'?  let  Mm  not  be 
circumcised.  Circumcision  is 
nothing,  and  uncircumcision  is 
nothing,  but  the  keeping  of  the 
commandments  of  God." — 1  Cor. 
vii.  18,  19. 
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Jesus  saith  unto  her,  Wo- 
man, believe  me,  the  hour  com- 
eth,  when  ye  shall  neither  in  Hhis 
mountain,  nor  yet  at  Jerusalem, 
worship  the  Father.  But  the 
hour  cometh,  and  now  is,  when 
the  true  worshippers  shall  wor* 
ship  the  Father  in  spirit  and  in 
truth :  for  the  Father  seeketh 
such  to  worship  him.  God  is  a 
spirit:  and  they  that  worship 
him  must  worship  him  in  spirit 
and  in  truth."— John  iv.  21,  23, 
24. 


"  He  that  is  wounded  in  the 

,  or  hath  his cut 

off,  shall  not  enter  into  the  con- 
gregation of  the  Lord.  A  bas- 
tard shall  not  enter  into  the 
congregation  of  the  Lord ;  even 
to  his  tenth  generation  shall  he 
not  enter  into  the  congregation 
of  the  Lord.  An  Ammonite  or 
Moabite  shall  not  enter  into  the 
congregation  of  the  Lord ;  even 
to  their  tenth  generation  shall 
they  not  enter  into  the  congre- 
gation of  the  Lord  for  ever." — 
Deut.  xxiiL  1,  2,  3, 


I  "  For  ye  are  all  the  children 
of  God  by  faith  in  Christ  Jesus. 
There  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek, 
there  is  neither  bond  nor  free, 
there  is  neither  male  nor  female; 
for  ye  are  all  one  in  Christ  Je- 
sus."—Gal.  iii.  26,  28. 

"  For  by  one  Spirit  are  we  all 
baptized  into  one  body,  whether 
we  be  Jews  or  Gentiles,  whether 
we  be  bond  or  free ;  and  have 
been  all  made  to  drink  into  one 
Spirit."— 1  Cor.  xii.  13. 

"Where  there  is  neither  Greek 
nor  Jew,  circumcision  nor  un- 
circumcision. Barbarian,  Scythi- 
an, bond  nor  free  :  but  Christ  is 
all,  and  in  all," — Col.  iii.  11. 
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"la  the  fii»i  mo&yi,  on  the 
ibUTteenth  day  of  the  month  at 
oven,,  ye  shall  eat  unleayened 
bread,  until  the  one  and  twenti- 
eth day  of  the  month  at  even. 
Seven  days  shall  there  be  no 
leaven  found  in  your  houses:  for 
whosoever  eateth  that  which  is 
leavened,  even  that  soul  shall  be 
cut  ofFfirom  the  congregation  of 
Israel,  whether  he  be  a  stranger, 
or  bom  in  the  land."~Exod. 
xii.  18, 19. 


"For  the  kingdom  of  Ood- Ik 
not  meat  and  drink  1  but  nghto-^ 
ousness^  and  peaee,  and  joy  ii^ 
the  Holy  Ghost.  For  he  that  ia 
these  things  serveth  Christ  is 
acceptable  to  God,  and  approved 
of  men." — Rom.  xiv.  17, 18. 

"But  meat  commendeth  us 
not  to  God  :  for  neither,  If  ir6 
eat,  are  we  the  better  j  neither;  if 
we  eat  not,  are  we  the  worse." — 
1  Cor.  viii.  8. 

"  It  is  a  good  thing  that  the 
heart  be  established  with  charity ; 
not  with  meats,  which  have  not 
profited  them  that  have  been  oc- 
cupied therein." — Ileb.  xiii.  9. 


•*  Whatsoever  parteth  the  hoof, 
and  is  clovenfooted,  and  cheweth 
the  cud,  among  the  beasts,  that 
shall  ye  eat.  Nevertheless  these 
shall  ye  not  eat  of  them  that 
chew  the  cud,  or  of  them  that 
divide  the  hoof:  as  the  camel, 
because  he  cheweth  the  cud,  but 
divideth  not  the  hoof;  he  is  un- 
clean unto  you.  And  the  coney, 
because  he  cheweth  the  cud,  and 
divideth  not  the  hoof;  he  is  un- 
clean unto  you.  And  the  hare, 
because  he  cheweth  the  cud,  but 
divideth  not  the  hoof;  he  is  un- 
clean to  3'ou.  And  the  swine, 
though  he  divide  the  hoof,  and 
be  clovenfooted,  yet  he  cheweth 
not  the  cud ;  he  is  unclean  to 
you.  Of  l^eir  flesh  shall  ye  not 
eat,  and  their  carcase  shall  ye 
not  touch;  they  are  unclean  to 
you."— Lev.  xi.  3—8. 


"I  know,  and  am  persuaded 
by  the  Lord  Jesus,  that  there  is 
nothing  unclean  of  i  tself :  but  to 
him  that  esteemeth  any  thing  to 
be  unclean,  to  him  it  istmclean." 
— Bom.  xiv.  14. 

"And  when  he  had  called  all 
the  people  unto  him,  he  said 
unto  them.  Hearken  unto  me 
every  one  of  you,  and  under- 
stand :  There  is  nothing  from 
without  a  man,  that  entering  in- 
to him  can  defile  him :  but  the 
things  which  come  out  of  himj 
those  are  they  that  defile  the 
man.  If  any  man  have  ears  to 
hear,  let  him  hear.  And  wheif 
he  was  entered  into  the  house 
from  the  people,  his  disciples 
asked  him  concerning  the  para* 
ble.  And  he  saith  unto  them, 
Are  ye  so  without  understanding 
also  ?  Do  ye  not  perceive,  that 
whatsoever  thing  from  without 
entcreth  into  the  man,  it  cannot 
defile  him;  because  it  entereth 
not  into  his  heart,  but  into  th6 
belly,  and  goeth  out  into  the 
draught,  purging  all  meets  T'-^ 
Mark  vii.  14—19. 


These  are  but  a  small  sample  of  the  contradictory  precepts 
and  principles  of  tho  Old  and  New  Testaments.  And  you  were 
aware  of  those  contradictions  M'hen  you  pretended  to  regard 
the  Old  and  New  Testaments  as  forming  one  infallible  guide. 
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Aivfll  you  knew  that  it  wai  in  refei^ce  to  mch.  oppodlt<e  Atxd  cow' 
tYUdict^prooepts  ftnd  pdnciples  that  the  Bitik,  that  is,  the  Old 
Hhd  Ne^  Testament  together,  was  spoken  of  as  a  two-mouthed 
Guide,  and  a  donhle-tongued  Director.  You  knew  this^  for 
jjeveral  of  the  above  contradictory  passages  were  given  in  the 
tracts  to  illustrate  and  prove  what  was  said.  And  you  know 
now.  that  what  the  tract  said,  was  correct.  You  knew  that  it 
w^»  correct  at  the  very  moment  that  you  professed  to  be  hor^ 
rified  at  it.  You  knew  that  it  was  correct  at  the  very  moment 
that  yon  were  endeavouring  to  make  your  hearers  believe  that 
it  was  false  and  blasphemous.  You  knew  that  it  was  corre^ 
at  the  very  time  that  you  were  making  use  of  it  to  prejudice 
your  hearers  against  my  arguments,  and  to  rouse  their  bad 
feelings  against  me  and  my  views.  It  is  a  mournful  thing  to 
see  men  who  profess  to  be  ministers  of  Christ,  taking  such 
advantage  of  the  ignorance  and  prejudices  of  tlie  people,  and 
practising  deception  in  the  open  day.  . 

I  should  be  glad  to  give  my  views  on  the  Scriptures  here  at 
length,  but  I  have  not  space.  And  as  my  views  may  be  seen 
in  iny  writings,  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  them  here.  I 
may  however  add,  that  if  my  opponent  really  desires  to  hear 
me  state  my  views  on  the  Scriptures  publicly,  as  he  pretended 
in  the  discussion  to  be,  I  am  willing  to  meet  him  either  in 
Leeds  or  Newcastle,  and  state  them  at  full  length,,  and  diseuss 
them  with  him  thoroughly. . 

My  opponent,  in  his  last  speech,  said  that  the  Hebrew  quo- 
tation about  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  was  not  taken  from 
Rabbi  Jonathan,  but  from  Rabbi  Simeon  Ben  Joachim.  He,  how- 
ever, made  the  statement  with  such  appearances  of  misgiving, 
as  to  make  it  manifest  to  me,  that  he  was  not  only  conscious 
that  he  was  uttering  a  falsehood,  but  that  he  was  conscious  aUo 
that  there  was  very  little  probability  that  the  falsehood  would 
be  concealed.  He  had,  it  is  true,  by  putting  off  the  statement 
to  the  last  evening  of  the  discussion,  made  it  impossible  for  me 
to  expose  its  falsehood  before  the  discussion  closed  ;  but  he 
seemed  plainly  to  anticipate  that  the  exposure  would  come, 
sooner  or  later.  And  he  was  right  in  his  anticipations.  After 
the  discussion  was  over,  I  wrote  to  M.  J.  Raphall,  Head  Master 
of  the  Hebrew  National  School,  Birmingham,  stating  that  Mr. 
Cook  now  said  that  the  words  referred  to  were  taken  from  the 
writings  of  Rabbi  Simeon  Ben  Joachim.  And  in  order  that 
Mr.  Riaphall  might  see  exactly  what  Mr.  Cooke  stated,  I  sent 
him  Mr*  Cooke's  tract  as  well.  The  answer  of  M.  J.  Raphall 
is  as  follows : 

Hebrew  National  Scltool,  Birmingham,  Nov.  21, 1845. 
I>B4a  Sir,— 

I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  examine  the  Targum  t.'?-r-nrnJ 
afiotlie  Zohar  o/R.  Simeon,  and  I  find  that  THE  WHOLE  OF  THE'tRAtrr 
yon  f0at  me — as  &r  as  thfl  Anoibst  Jbwish  Chuscq  ia  coBccnied-»-IIS'  .ONiE 
TJ5SUE  OF  UNXBUTH  AND  IGNORANCE. 

I  am,  dear  Sir,  yours  very  respectfully,  M.  J.  Bafhali. 
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His  attempt  to  justify  his  false  quotation  of  Seneca  and  his 
absolute  perversion  of  Seneca's  meaning,  by  saying,  (which, 
after  all,  was  not  true,)  that  he  quoted  Seneca  correctly  as  far 
as  he  loent,  was  most  disgraceful.  "  I  quoted  Seneca  correctly 
as  far  as  I  went,"  you  say.  Now  I  will  take  a  sentence  of  yours, 
and  I  will  quote  it  correctly,  <zs  far  as  I  go,  aud  yet  mjr  quo- 
tation shall  be  as  false  a  representation  of  your  meanmg  as 
possible.  In  one  of  your  speeches  you  say,  "  I  say  that  no 
man  is  a  Christian."  See  Discussion,  p.  22.  On  page  21, 
you  say,  "  The  Saviour  of  the  world  had  no  existence."  Both 
those  quotations  of  your  words  are  correct,  cut  far  as  ih^  go. 
You  say  those  words,  though  those  words  are  not  the  whole  of 
what  you  say.  You  see  plainly  that  to  quote  your  words  in 
this  way,  and  to  represent  those  partial  quotations  as  fairly 
expressing  your  sentiments,  would  be  most  wicked  and  un- 
conscionable lying.  Yet  this  is  what  you  do  yourself  with 
Seneca.  I  will  give  you  Seneca's  words  as  they  stand  in  his 
works,  and  your  own  pretended  quotation  of  them  in  italics^ 
and  leave  my  readers  to  judge. 

"  Ita  fato  placuit,  nuUius  rei  eodem  semper  loco,  stare  for- 
tunam.  Aduersus  ipsam  mutationem  locorum,  detractis  certis 
incommodis  quae  exilio  adhaerent,  satis  hoc  remedii  putat  Var- 
ro  doctissimus  Romanorum,  quod  quocunque  venimus,  eadem 
rerum  natura  utendum  est.  M.  Brutus  satis  hoc  putat,  quod 
licet  in  exilium  euntibus  virtutes  suas  ferre  secum.  Haec 
etiam  si  quis  singula  parum  judicat  efficacia  ad  consolandum 
exulem,  utraque  in  unum  coUata  fatebitur  plurimum  posse. 
Quantulum  enim  est  quod  perdidimus?  Duo  quae  pulcher- 
riraa  sunt,  quocunque  nos  moveriraus,  sequentur :  natura 
communis,  et  propria  virtus.  Id  actttm  esty  mihi  credcy  ab  illo 
quisquis  formator  universifuit;  sive  ille  Deus  estpotens  omnium^ 
sive  incorporalis  ratio  ingentium  operum  artifex,  sive  divinus 
spiritus  per  omnia  maxima  minima,  eqttali  irUentione  diffusiUy 
sive  fatum  et  immutabilis  causarum  inter  se  cohaerentium 
series  :  id,  inquam,  actum  est,  ut  in  alienum  arbitrium,  nisi 
vilissima  quasque,  non  caderent.  Quicquid  optimum  homini 
est ;  id  extra  humanam  pontentiara  jacet :  nee  dari  nee  eripi  * 
potest.  Mundus  hie,  quo  nihil  neque  maius,  neque  ornatius, 
rerum  natura  genuit :  animus  contemplator  admiratorque 
mundi ;  pars  ejus  magniiicentissima,  propria  nobis,  and  per- 
petua,  tamdiu  nobiscum  mansura  ;  quamdiu  ipsi  manebimus. 
Alacres  itaque,  et  erecti,  quocunque  restulerit,  intrepido 
gradu  propereraus." 

I  was  wishful  to  notice,  while  on  the  subject  of  the  mira- 
culous conception,  some  passages  in  Mosheim  respecting  the 
fearful  use  of  pious  frauds  among  the  early  Fathers,  Arc,  and 
some  quotations  from  some  of  the  Fathers  themselves,  in  which 
tliey  teach  the  lawfulness  or  propriety  of  using  fraud  in  the 
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cause  of  religion,  when  dealing  with  the  common  people. 
fiusebiuSy  one  of  the  most  famous  of  the  Fathers,  has  a  chapter 
in  his  EvANO£LiciA.L  Pbeparatiox,  head  3d  thus  :  "  How  far 
U  ma^  he  proper  to  use  falsehood  as  MEDICINE,  and  for  the 
BENEFIT  of  those  who  REQUIRE  to  he  deceived:'  And  he 
defends  the  doctrine,  that  some  do  require  to  be  deceived,  and 
that  it  improper  to  use  falsehood  for  the  benefit  of  such  persons. 
Origen  avows  the  same  doctrine.  Bishop  Horsley,  in  his  con- 
troversy with  Priestley,  thus  alludes  to  this  subject :  "  Time 
was  when  the  practice  of  using  unjustifiable  means  to  serve  a 
good  cause  was  openly  avowed,  and  Origen  himself  was  among 
its  defenders."     Page  169. 

The  same  doctrine  is  avowed  and  contended  for  by  others. 
The  following  is  from  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Bishop  of  Constan- 
tinople, and  called  the  Divine. 

"  A  little  jargon  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  impose  on  the 
people.  The  less  thev  comprehend,  the  more  they  admire. 
Our  forefathers  and  doctors  of  the  church  have  often  said, 
not  what  they  thouffht^  but  what  circumstances  and  necessity 
dictated  to  them." 

The  following  is  from  Synesius,  Bishop  of  Ptolemais. 

"  The  people  are  desirous  of  being  deceived.  We  cannot 
act  otherwise  respecting  them."  And  again  he  says,  "  For 
my  own  part,  to  myself  I  shall  always  be  a  philosopher  ;  but 
in  dealing  with  the  mass  of  mankind^  I  shall  be  a  in-iest." 

St.  Jerom,  in  mentioning  a  foolish  story  circulated  by  the 
Christians  at  Jerusalem,  about  the  blood  of  Zacharias  staining 
certain  stones  amid  the  ruins  of  the  temple,  says  :  "  I  do  not 
find  fault  with  an  error  which  proceeds  from  a  hatred  towards 
the  Jews,  and  a  pious  zeal  for  the  Christian  faith.'* 

Mosheim  gives  it  as  his  judgment,  that  the  method  of  argu- 
ing called  economical,  of  the  plan  of  using  falsehoods  and  for- 
geries for  argument,  began  to  prevail  very  early.  The  follow- 
ing quotation  is  from  his  history  of  tlie  second  century,  not 
long  after  the  days  of  the  apostles.  After  referring  to  a  num- 
ber of  false  doctrines  that  had  been  introduced,  he  says  :  "  It 
is  generally  true,  that  delusions  travel  in  a  train,  and  that  one 
mistake  produces  many.  The  Christians  who  adopted  the 
austere  svstem,  which  has  been  alreadv  mentioned,  had  cer- 
tainly  made  a  very  false  step,  and  dons  imicii  injury  to  their 
exceUent  and  most  reasonable  religion.  But  they  did  not  stop 
here  ;  another  erroneous  practice  was  adopted  by  them,  which, 
though  it  was  not  so  universal  as  the  other,  was  yet  extremely 
pernicious,  and  proved  a  source  of  numberless  evils  to  the 
Christian  church.  The  Platonists  and  Pythagoreans  held  it 
as  a  maxim,  that  it  was  not  only  lawfai,  but  even  praiaev-orthy^ 
to  deceive,  and  even  to  use  the  expedient  of  a  lie,  in  order  to 
{idvance  the  cause  of  truth  and  piety.     The  Jews,  who  lived 
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in  Egypt,  had  learned  and  receiyed  this  maxim  from  them, 
before  the  coming  of  Christ,  as  appears  incontestibly  from  a 
multitude  of  ancient  records ;  and  the  Chiistians  were  infected, 
from  both  these  sources,  with  the  same  pernicious  error,  as 
appears  from  the  number  of  books  attributed  falsely  to  great 
and  venerable  names,  fi-om  the  Sibylline  verses,  and  several 
supposititious  (spurious)  productions  which  were  spread  abroad 
in  this  and  the  following  century.  It  does  not  indeed  seem 
probable  that  all  these  pious  frauds  were  chargeable  upon  the 
professors  of  real  Christianity,  upon  those  who  entertained 
just  and  rational  sentiments  of  the  religion  of  Jesus.  Thd 
greatest  part  of  these  fictitious  writings  undoubtedly  flowed 
from  the  fertile  invention  of  the  Gnostic  sects,  thought  it  can- 
not be  affirmed  that  even  trtte  Christians  were  entirely  innocent 
and  irreproachable  in  this  matter." 

In  his  history  of  the  third  century,  after  giving  a  most 
melancholy  account  of  the  pride,  the  ambition,  the  idle,  the 
luxurious  and  thoroughly  coiTupt  and  sensual  lives  of  the 
clergy,  he  has  the  following  remarks  on  their  method  of 
arguing. 

"It  is,  however,  necessary  to  observe,  that  tlie  methods 
now  used  of  defending  Christianity,  and  attacking  Judaism 
and  idolatry,  degenerated  much  from  the  primitive  simplicity, 
and  the  true  rule  of  controversy.  The  Christian  doctors,  who 
had  been  educated  in  the  schools  of  the  rhetoricians  and 
sophists,  rashly  employed  the  ar^^and  evasions  of  their  subtile 
masters  in  the  service  of  Christianity  ;  and,  indent  onfy  upon 
defeating  the  enem^,  they  were  too  little  attentive  to  the  me€ms 
of  victory,  indifferent  whether  they  acquired  it  by  artifice  or 
plain  dealing.  This  method  of  disputing,  which  the  aiicieti;ts 
called  economical,  and  which  had  vict&fy  for  its  object,  rathar 
than  trutky  was,  in  consequence  of  the  prevailing  taste  U^r 
rhetoric  and  sophistry,  almost  wniveraally  approved.  The  Plft" 
tonics  conti*ibuted  to  the  suppoi-t  and  encouragement  of  this 
ungenerous  method  of  disputing,  by  that  maxim  of  theirs 
which  asserted  the  innocence  of  defending  the  truth  by  artifi^ 
and  falsehood.  This  will  appear  manifest  to  those  who  hate 
read,  with  any  measure  of  penetration  and  judgment,  the  argu- 
ments of  Origen  against  Celsus,  and  those  of  the  other  Chris- 
tian disputants  against  the  idolatrous  Gentiles.  The  methiM 
^f  TertuHian,  who  used  to  plead  prescription  agaJasterrondous 
doctors,  was  not,  perhaps,  unfair  in  this  century  ; .  but  they 
miJLst.  be  much  unacquainted  both  with  the  times,  and,  indeed, 
with  the.  nature  of  things,  who  imagine  that  it  is  always  allow^ 
abj.e  to  employ  tlxis  method." 

V .  ,f -f  his  disingenuous  and  vicious  method  of  suiJ^rising  their 
^aq  yjprsai,'ie^  by.  artifice,  and  striking  theij^  4<>wn>  as  it  weu%-i|y 
,II^,s^u<I  fictions,  produced,  among  other  dis^i?€«al>k  efifects,v« 
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gretii  number  of  boohs,  whicli  were  falsely  attributed  to  certain 
"great  mefiy  in  order  to  give  these  spurious  productions  more 
credit  and  weight.  For,  as  the  greatest  part  of  mankind  are 
Ifess  governed  by  reason  than  by  aiUhorities,  and  prefer,  in 
many  cases,  the  decisions  of  fallible  mortals  to  the  unerring 
dictates  of  the  divine  word,  the  disputants,  of  whom  we  are 
now  speaking,  thought  they  could  not  serve  the  truth  more 
efiectually  than  by  opposing  illustrious  names  and  respectable 
authorities  to  the  attacks  of  its  adversaries.  Hence,  the  book 
of  canons,  which  certain  artful  men  ascribed  falsely  to  the 
apostles  ;  the  apostolical  constitutions,  of  which  Clement, 
bishop  of  Rome,  is  said  to  have  formed  a  collection  ;  hence  the 
Recognitions  and  the  Clementina,  which  are  also  attributed  to 
Clement,  and  many  other  productions  of  that  nature,  which, 
for  a  long  time,  were  too  much  esteemed  by  credulous  men." 

*^  Nor  were  the  managers  of  controversy  the  only  persons 
wlio  employed  these  stratagems  ;  the  Mystics  had  recourse  to 
the  same  pious  frauds  to  support  their  sect.  And  accordingly, 
when  they  were  asked  from  what  chief  their  establishment 
took  its  rise,  to  get  clear  of  this  perplexing  question  they 
firigned  a  chief,  and  chose,  for  that  purpose,  Dionysius  the 
Ai^pagite,  a  man  of  almost  apostolical  weight  and  authority, 
who  was  converted  to  Christianity,  in  the  first  century,  by  the 
preaching  of  St.  Paul  at  Athens.  And  to  render  this  fiction 
more  specious,  they  attributed  to  this  great  man  various 
treatises  concerning  the  monastic  life,  the  mystic  theology, 
and  other  subiects  of  that  nature,  which  were  the  productions 
of  some  senseless  and  insipid  writers  of  after-times.  Thus  it 
happened,  through  the  pernicious  influence  of  human  passions, 
wnioh  too  often  mingle  themselves  with  the  execution  of  the 
best  purposes  and  the  most  upright  intentions,  that  they,  who 
irere  desirious  of  surpassing  all  others  in  piety,  looked  upon  it 
M  lawful,  and  even  laudoMe,  to  advance  the  cause  of  piety  h} 
mrHfiee  9,nd /rentd** 

in  the  fowih  century  more  open  and  shameless  frauds  still 
irere  practised  by  the  priests,  not  only  to  support  false  ortho- 
doacj',  but  also  to  beguile  the  people  of  their  money.  The  fol- 
lowing are  from  Mosheim's  remarks  on  this  subject. 

*'  This,  indeed,  among  other  unhappy  efifects,  opened  a  wide 
dooir  to  the  endless  frauds  of  those  odious  impostors,  who  wei'e 
80  far  destitute  of  all  principle,  as  to  enrich  themselves  by  the 
Ignorance  and  errors  of  the  people.  Rumours  were  artfully 
spread  abroad  of  prodigies  and  miracles  to  be  seen  in  certain 
places,  (a  trick  often  practised  by  the  heathen  priests,)  and 
the  design  of  these  reports  was  to  draw  the  populace,  in  mul- 
titudes, to  these  places,  and  to  impose  upon  their  credulity. 
These  striatagems  were  generally  successful ;  for  the  ignorance 
and  slowness  of  apprehenslim  dP  the  people,  to  whom  every 
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thing  that  is  new  and  singular  appears  miraculous,  rendered 
them  easily  the  dupes  of  this  abominahle  artifice.  Nor  was 
this  all ;  certain  tomhs  were  falsely  given  out  for  the  sepulchres 
of  saints  and  confessors ;  the  list  of  saints  was  augmented  with 
fictitious  names,  and  even  rohhers  were  converted  into  martyrs. 
Some  burled  the  bones  of  dead  men  in  certain  retired  places, 
and  then  affirmed,  that  th'?y  were  divinely  admonished  by  a 
dream,  that  the  body  of  some  friend  of  God  lay  there.  Many, 
especially  of  the  monks,  travelled  through  the  different  pro* 
vinces  ;  and  not  only  sold,  with  the  most  frontless  impud^ce, 
their  fictitious  relics,  but  also  deceived  the  eyes  of  the  multitude 
with  ludicrous  combats  with  evil  spirits  or  genii.  A  whole 
voltime  would  be  requisite  to  contain  an  enumeration  of  the 
various  frauds  which  ai-tful  knaves  practised  with  success,  to 
delude  the  ignorant,  when  true  religion  was  almost  entirely 
superseded  by  horrid  superstition." 

'^  New  methods  of  disputing  were  also  added  to  those  that 
were  practised  in  former  times  :  for  the  truth  of  doctrines  was 
now  proved  by  the  number  of  martyrs  that  had  professed  them, 
by  miracles,  by  the  confession  of  demons,  i.  e.  of  persons 
possesed  with  evil  spirits.  The  smallest  degree  of  discernment 
will  persuade  any  one  how  ambiguous  this  method  of  reasoning 
was  ;  how  dangerous  to  the  truth,  by  furnishing  innumerable 
occasions  for  the  exercise  of  fraud  and  imposture.  And,  I 
fear,  that  the  greatest  part  of  those  who  used  such  arguments, 
however  illustrious  and  r<;spectable  they  may  have  been,  will 
be  found,  upon  examination,  chai^eable  with  the  dangerous  and 
criminal  design  of  imposing  upon  their  brethren.  Ambrose, 
in  his  disputes  with  the  Arians,  produced  men  possessed  mth 
devils,  wno,  upon  the  approach  of  the  relics  of  Gervasius  and 
Protasius,  were  obliged  to  acknowledge,  with  loud  cries,  that 
the  doctrine  of  the  council  of  Nice,  concerning  the  three  persons 
of  the  Godhead,  was  true ;  and  that  of  the  Arians  not  only 
false,  but  also  of  most  dangerous  consequence.  This  testimony 
of  the  prince  of  darkness  was  regarded,  by  Ambrose,  as  an 
unexceptionable  argument  in  favour  of  his  hypothesis.  The 
Arians,  on  the  other  hand,  held  this  prodigy  in  the  utmost 
derision,  and  maintained  that  Ambrose  had  suborned  (hired) 
those  infernal  witnesses  by  a  mighty  bribe ;  and  I  make  no 
doubt,  but  many  will  be  more  disposed  to  believe  the  Arians, 
than  to  credit  Ambrose,  though  he  be  enrolled  in  the  order  <^ 
the  saints,  and  th^  stigmatised  in  the  list  of  heretics,^' 

From  the  following  quotations  it  will  be  seen  that  the  priests 
were  not  content  with  the  liberty  to  lie  for  their  notions,  but 
that  they  wished  to  be  at  liberty  to  murder  as  well.  Lies  did 
not  always  succeed,  and  when  it  becomes  known  that  priests 
make  a  practice  and  even  a  virtue  of  lying,  their  authority  is 
nearly  at  an  end,  unless  they  can  have  the  privilege  to  torture 


587 

and  to  kQl.  The  priests  of  the  early  church  perceived  this, 
and  they  accordingly  adopted  the  principle,  that  when  they 
could  not  accomplish  their  objects  by  deceit  and  lies,  it  was 
their  duty  to  .murder  and  destroy.  Their  imitation  of  their 
father  the  devil  thus  became  complete.  The  words  of  Mosheim 
are  as  follows : — 

^*K  the  enthusiastic  frenzy  of  the  monks  exaggerated,  in  a 
manner  pernicious  to  the  interests  of  morality,  the  discipline  that 
is  obligatory  upon  Christians,  the  interests  of  virtue  and  true 
religion  suftered  yet  more  grievously  by  two  monstrous  errors 
which  were  almost  universally  adopted  in  this  century,  and 
became  a  source  of  innumerable  calamities  and  mischiefs  in 
the  succeeding  ages.  The  first  of  these  maxims  was,  *^  that  it 
was  an  act  of  virtue  to  deceive  and  lie,  when  by  that  means  the 
interests  of  the  church  might  be  promoted  ; "  and  the  second, 
equally  horrible,  though  in  another  point  of  view,  was,  that 
^' errors  in  religion,  when  maintained  and  adhered  to  after 
pr(^er  admonition,  were  punishable  with  civil  penalties  and 
corporeal  tortures."  The  former  of  these  enormous  maxims 
was  now  of  a  long  standing  ;  it  had  been  adopted  for  some  ages 
past,  and  had  produced  an  incredible  numoer  of  ridiculous 
fables,  fictitious  prodigies,  and  pious  frauds,  to  the  unspeak- 
able detriment  of  that  glorious  cause  in  which  they  were  em- 
ployed. And  it  must  be  frankly  confessed,  that  the  greatest 
men,  and  most  eminent  saints  of  this  century,  were  more  or 
less  tainted  with  the  infection  of  this  corrupt  principle,  as  will 
appear  evidently  to  such  as  look  with  an  attentive  eye  iato 
their  writings  and  their  actions.  We  would  willingly  ex- 
cept from  this  charge  Ambrose  and  Hilary,  Augustine,  Gre- 
gory Nazianzen,  and  Jerome ;  but  truth,  which  is  more  re- 
spectable than  these  venerable  fathers^  obliges  us  to  involve 
them  in  the  general  accusation.  We  may  add  also,  that  it 
was,  probably,  the  contagion  of  this  pernicious  maxim,  that 
engaged  Sulpitius  Severus,  who  is  far  from  being,  in  the  gene- 
ral, a  puerile  or  credulous  historian,  to  attribute  so  many 
miracles  to  St.  Martin.  The  other  maxim,  relating  to  the 
justice  and  expediency  of  punishing  error,  was  introduced 
with  those  serene  and  peaceful  times  which  the  accession  of 
Constantine  to  the  imperial  throne  procured  to  the  church.  It 
was  from  that  period  approved  by  many,  enforced  by  several 
examples  dunng  the  contests  that  arose  with  the  Priscillianists 
and  Donatists,  confirmed  and  established  by  the  authority  of 
Augustine,  and  thus  transmitted  to  the  following  ages." 

The  following  are  from  his  remarks  on  the  morals  or  ^W  of 
Christiana  in  this  early  age. 

'^  When  we  cast  an  eye  towards  the  lives  and  morals  of 
Christians  at  this  time,  we  find,  as  formerly,  a  mixture  of 
good  and  evil ;  some  eminent  for  their  piety,  others  infamous 
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foriheir  crimes.  The  number,  however,  of  immoral  and  on- 
worthy  Christiiins  be«:an  so  to  increase,  that  the  examples  of 
nal  piety  and  rirtne  became  extremely  rare.  When  the  ter- 
rors of  persecution  were  totally  dispelled  ;  when  ths  church, 
secured  from  the  efforts  of  its  enemies,  enjoyed  the  sweets  of 
prosperity  and  peace ;  when  the  most  of  the  bishops  exhibited 
to  their  flock  the  contagious  examples  of  arrogance,  luxury, 
effeminacy,  animosity,  and  strife,  with  other  vices  too  nume- 
rous to  mention ;  when  the  inferior  rulers  and  doctors  of  the 
clinich  fell  into  the  slothful  and  opprobrious  negligence  of  the 
duties  of  their  respective  stations,  and  employed  in  vain 
wranglings,  and  idle  disputes,  that  zeal  and  attention  that 
were  due  to  the  culture  of  piety  and  to  the  instruction  of  their 
people :  and  when  (to  complete  the  enormity  of  this  horrid 
detail)  multitudes  were  drawn  into  the  profession  of  Christi- 
ainty,  not  by  the  power  of  conviction  and  argument,  but  by 
the  prospect  of  gam  and  the  fear  of  punishment ;  then  it  was, 
indMd,  no  wonder  that  the  chuVch  was  contaminated  with 
shoals  of  profligate  Christians,  and  that  the  virtuous  few  were, 
in  a  manner,  oppressed  and  overwhelmed  with  the  superior 
numbers  of  tlie  wicked  and  licentious.  It  is  true,  tliat  the 
same  rigorous  penitence,  which  had  taken  place  before  Con- 
stantine  the  Great,  continued  now  in  full  force  against  flagrant 
transgressors ;  but  when  the  reign  of  corruption  becomes  uni- 
versal, the  vigour  of  the  laws  yields  to  its  sway,  and  a  weak 
execution  defeats  the  purposes  of  the  most  salutary  discipline. 
Snch  was  now  unhappily  the  case ;  the  age  was  sinking  daily 
from  one  period  of  corruption  to  another ;  the  great  and  the 
pmoefiul  sinned  with  impunity;  and  the  dbacure  and  the  tiidt- 
ps0o^  UM  alone  the  severity  of  the  Iaws." 

The  following  quotations  also  deserve  attention. 

^^Hiosc  who  disputed  against  the  Christian  sects,  (i.  e., 
against  heretics,)  observed  a  most  absurd  and  vicious  method  of 
controversy.  They  proceeded  rather  according  to  the  rules  of 
the  ancient  sophitU,  and,  what  is  still  more  surprising,  ac- 
eoidiag  to  the  spirit  of  the  Roman  law,  than  by  the  examples 
and  instructions  of  Christ  and  his  apostles.  In  the  Roman 
eouite,  matters  of  a  difficult  and  doubtful  nature  were  decided 
by  the  auUiority  of  certain  aged  lawyers,  who  were  distin- 
tfttished  by  their  abilities  and  experience.  And  when  they 
happened  to  difier  in  opinion,  the  point  was  determined  either 
by  a  plurality  of  voices,  or  by  the  sentiments  of  the  mote 
learned  and  uhistrious  members  of  that  venerable  body.  This 
procedure  of  the  Roman  tribunals  was,  in  this  century,  admit- 
ted as  a  standing  law,  both  in  the  deliberations  of  councils, 
and  in  the  management  of  religious  controversy,  to  the  great  j| 

and  unspeakable  detriment  of  truth.    For  by  this,  reaaony  and  < 

ervn  common  MntCf  were,  in  some  measure,  eaiehtded  from  every 


■ 
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question  ;  and  that  was  determined  as  riffht  and  true,  which 
appeared  such  to  the  ffreiUest  number,  or  had  heen  approved  by 
doctors  of  the  greatest  note  in  preceding  times.  The  acts  of 
the  various  councils,  which  are  yet  extant,  manifestly  show 
that  tiiis  was  the  case.  And  this  circumstance,  combined  with 
wliat  we  have  already  observed  with  respect  to  the  disputants 
of  the  age  now  under  consideration,  make  it  easy  for  us  to 
imagine  the  various  defects  that  must  have  prevailed  in  the 
methods  of  defending  truth  and  opposing  error." 

*^  This  absurd  imitation  of  tlie  Koman  law  in  the  manage- 
ment of  religious  controversy,  this  preposterous  method  of 
deciding  truth  by  human  authorities,  were  fruitful  sources  of 
9puriou8  and  supposititious  productions.  For  many  audacious 
impostors  were  hence  encouraged  to  publish  their  own  writings 
under  the  names  of  ancient  Christian  worthies,  nay,  under  the 
sacred  names  of  even  Christ  himself  and  his  holy  apostles;  that 
thus,  in  the  deliberations  of  councils,  and  in  the  coyrse  of.  con- 
troversy, they  might  have  authorities  to  oppose  to  authorities 
in  defence  of  their  respective  opinions.  THE  WHOLE 
CHRISTIAN  CHURCH  WAS,  IN  THIS  CENTURY, 
OVERWHELMED  WITH  THESE  INFAMOUS  CHEATS, 
THESE  SPURIOUS  PRODUCTIONS.  This  is  said  to  have 
engaged  Grelasius,  the  lioman  pontiff,  to  call  together  a  council, 
composed  of  the  bishops  of  the  Latin  church ;  in  which  assem* 
bly,  after  a  strict  examination  of  those  writings  which  appeared 
under  great  and  venerable  names,  the  famous  decree  passed, 
that  deprived-  so  many  apocryphal  books  of  their  borrowed 
authority.  That  something  of  this  kind  really  happened,  it 
would  be,  perhaps,  an  instance  of  temerity  to  deny :  bat 
many  learned  men  assert,  that  the  decree  attributed  to  Grelaahis 
labours  under  the  same  inconveniency  with  the  books  wMch 
it  condemns,  and  was  by  no  means  the  production  of  that 'p6n- 
tiff,  but  of  some  deceiver,  who  usurped  clandestinely  his  nanus 
and  authority.'* 

This  wholesale  and  universal  use  of  fraud  by  the  orthodos 
in  opposing  heretics  or  reformers,  took  place  within  aboul 
three  hundred  years  of  the  Saviour's  death.  Now  it  is  wofrihy 
of  remark,  that  of  ail  the  manuscripts  and.  copies. of  venionfl 
of  the  New  Testament  to  which  my  opponent  referred  as  co»4 
taining  the  story  of  the  Miraculous  Conceptum,  thetre  is  no^ 
one  that  was  made  or  taken  prevbus  to  this  general  pre  valeno^ 
of  pious  frauds.  Some  who  heard  my  opponent  speak  on  tthii 
subject  would  suppose,  that  these  manuscripts  or  copiBs.of 
versions  had  come  down  to  us  from  the  earliest  and.  ^uzes^ 
ages  of  the  church.  This,  however,  is  not  the  case.  ..JLyintf 
fuid  cheating,  forgeries  and  fictions,  writing  books  ana 
puiting  to  them  the  name  of  Christ,  the  names  of  the  Apostke^ 
of  ^  igMtlus,  Polycorp,  Dionysius,  <Src.,  a,benDgy -Qalargiii^ 
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curtailing,  mixing,  and  in  various  ways  corrupting  the  writings 
of  Apostles  and  early  Christians,  had  been  going  on  for  hun- 
dreds of  years  before  any  of  the  manuscripts  or  copies  of  the 
versions  now  in  existence  were  written.  Nothing  was  more 
easy  than  for  such  a  story  as  that  of  the  Miraculous  Conception 
to  get  added  to  the  Grospels  in  those  early  ages,  and  nothing 
was  more  natural,  considering  the  errors  and  superstitions 
which  so  early  began  to  supplant  the  pure  doctrine  of  Christ, 
than  that  such  a  story  should  be  added  to  the  Gospels.  ThB 
fact  that  the  stoiy  of  the  Miraculous  Conception  is  prefixed  to 
the  Gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  is  therefore  of  itself  no 
proof  of  the  truth  of  the  story  at  all.  It  must  have  other  proofs 
to  recommend  it  to  the  minds  of  the  thoughtful  and  discrimi- 
nating, or  be  rejected. 

It  is  worthy  of  remark,  that  all  those  monstrous  stories  that 
my  opponent  gave  respecting  Marcion,  were  taken,  without  a 
single  exception,  from  the  writings  of  those  wholesale  fabrica- 
tors of  falsehoods,  and  dealers  in  deceit  and  blood. 

The  extent  to  which  the  forging  of  Gospels  was  carried,  even 
in  the  earliest  ages,  may  be  seen  from  the  following  observations 
of  Adam  Clarke,  in  his  notes  on  Galatians,  i,  6.  ^^  I  marvel 
that  ye  are  so  soon  removed  from  him  that  called  you  into  the 
grace  of  Christ  unto  mwther  Grospel"     His  words  are  these, — 

'^  It  is  certain  that,  in  the  very  earliest  a^es  of  the  Christian 
church,  there  were  several  spurtous  gospels  m  circulation ;  and 
it  was  the  multitude  of  these  false  or  inttccurtUe  reUuionSy  that 
induced  St.  Luke  to  write  his  own. — See  Luke  i.  1.  We  have 
the  names  of  more  than  seventy  of  these  spurious  narratives^ 
still  on  record ;  and  in  ancient  writers  many  fragments  of  them 
remain:  these  have  been  collected  and  published  by  Fabriciiis^ 
in  his  account  of  the  apocryphal  hooks  of  the  New  Testamenty 
3  vols.  8vo.  In  some  of  these  gospels,  the  necessity  of  circum- 
cision, and  subjection  to  the  Mosaic  law,  in  unity  with  the 
gospel,  were  strongly  inculcated.  And  to  one  of  these  the 
apostle  seems  to  refer." 

The  following  two  sentences  are  given  as  quotations  from 
Mosheim's  work  De  rebus  ChristianiSy  S^c,  in  a  work  before 
me. 

^^  At  a  time  when  he  (Hermas)  wrote,  it  was  an  established 
maxim  with  many  of  the  Christians,  that  it  was  pardonable 
in  an  advocate  for  religion  to  avail  himself  of  fraud  and  de- 
ception, if  it  was  Ukely  they  would  conduce  toward  the  attain- 
ment of  any  considerable  good."  And  again,  speaking  of 
the  forged  writings  attributed  to  Hermes  Trismegistus,  he 
says  :  "  It  appears,  from  evidence  beyond  all  exception,  that 
a  pernicious  maxim,  current  in  the  schools  of  the  Egyptians, 
Platonists,  Pythagoreans,  and  Jews,  became  early  recognized 
by  the  Christians,  and  soon  found  among  them  numerous 
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patrons,  namely,  that  they  who  made  it  their  business  to 
deceive  with  a  view  of  promoting  the  cause  of  truth,  were 
deserving  rather  of  commendation  than  censure." 

It  is  certain  that  those  early  fathers  not  only  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  altering  the  sacred  writings,  but  that  they  did  alter 
them,  and  that  in  a  great  many  cases.  Bishop  Watson 
observes  that  "  The  Introduction'  to  the  New  Testament  by 
Michaelis,  as  translated  by  Marsh,  is  the  standard  work, 
comprehending  all  that  is  important  on  this  subject,"  and  my 
opponent,  if  1  remember  right,  said  something  to  the  same 
effect.  Yet  Michaelis  gives  evidence  of  the  truth  of  what  I 
have  stated.     The  following  are  his  words. 

*'  It  is  a  certain  fact,  that  several  readings  in  our  common 
printed  text  are  nothing  more  than  alterations  made  by  Origen, 
whose  authority  was  so  great  in  the  Christian  church,  that 
emendations  which  he  proposed,  though,  as  he  himself  acknow- 
ledged, supported  by  the  evidence  of  no  manuscript,  were  very 
generally  received." — Michaelis  ItUrod,  to  New  Test,,  ^  Bishop 
Marsh,  vol,  ii.,  />.  368. 

The  <][uotations  from  the  ancient  copies  of  the  sacred  writings 
found  in  the  early  Christian  authors  gives  proof  that  some, 
yea  several  passages,  which  were  to  he  found  in  these  early 
copies,  have  been  erased  and  lost.    Michaelis  observes ; 

"  It  is  to  be  lamented  that  various  readings  which,  as  appears 
from  the  quotations  of  the  fathers,  were  in  the  text  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  are  to  be  found  in  none  of  the  manuscripts 
which  are  at  present  remaining." — Michaelis  Introd,,  vol,  ii,, 
p.  160. 

As  to  my  opponent's  notion  that  it  is  possible  to  detect  the 
forgeries  and  erasures  of  Origen  and  his  brethren  by  referring 
to  manuscripts  and  versions,  it  is  altogether  foolish.  We 
have  no  manuscripts  or  copies  of  versions  ancient  enough  for 
such  a  purpose.  To  be  of  use  for  such  a  purpose  the  manu- 
scripts and  copies  of  the  versions  should  be  such  as  were  made 
or  written  before  Origen  and  his  brethren  wrote, — but  we 
have  neither  a  manuscript  nor  a  copy  of  a  translation  as  Old 
as  the  times  of  Origen  within  some  hundreds  of  years.  Origen 
wrote  in  the  third  century,  and  BusehmB  in  the  fourth ;  but 
the  oldest  manuscript  we  have  was  not  written  till  the  siiPth. 
"No  manuscript  of  the  New  Testament  now  extant,"  says 
Michaelis,  "is  prior  to  the  sixth  century."  So  that  between  the 
days  of  Origen,  and  the  times  when  the  oldest  manusciipts 
now  extant  were  written,  there  was  time  for  a  number  of 
fresh  alterations  and  forgeries.  And  we  have  proof  that  fresh 
alterations  and  forgeries  tpere  made  during  this  time. 

I  know  that  the  Christian  Scriptures  have  not  been  toholfy 
corrupted, — ^that  a  total  corruption  of  them  was  impossible ; 
but  that  they  have  been  seriously  corrupted  on  the  subjects 
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of  Btupiitm^  of  oharcdL  orgudxBiasm  and  chaieh  gorenMnoDt^ 
0f  piiigiloiy;  or  of  Chri8t!8  ynudbmg  to  the  Spirits  in  pns 
seii^  ^e.  of  tlie  liixaculoas  ConeeptioDy  the  Triidty,  the  God- 
head of  Cheuiif  and  some  other  snbf  ects  is,  to  me,  as  erident  as 
that  thsjr  hare  not  been  aerionsly  corrupted  on  mott  other 
subiects^  ' 

To  those  who  say  that  to  dechire  the  tmth  on  those  matters 
will  make  many  people  infidels,  I  re^y,  1.  I  do  not  beHaie 
that  it  will  make  many  people  infidels.  2.  It  will  make,  mme 
infidels  whose  faith  is  worth  possesnng;  whose  belief  is 
ratienal  and  rests  on  the  right  foundation.  3.  Truth  ought  to 
be  told,  and  error  ought  to  be  refuted,  and  fraud  ought  to  be 
exposed,  whether  it  makes  people  infidels  or  not.  If  we  can- 
not bring  people  to  believe  without  using  or  sanctioning  a  lie , 
we  ought  to  let  them  be  infidels.  If  people  will  not  believe 
unless  they  are  cheated  into  it,  they  shall  disbelieve  for  mb,  I 
will  neither  tell  a  lie,  nor  sanction  a  lie,  to  prop  up  any  one's 
faith.  If  the  world  cannot  be  kept  from  infidelity  without 
deceit,  we  ought  to  allow  them  to  become  infidels.  And  if 
infidels  cannot  be  converted  without  deceit,  we  ought  to  let 
them  remain  infidels.  It  never  can  be  my  duty  to  make  my- 
wM  worse  than  an  infidel,  in  order  to  prevent  another  person  from 
becoming  an  infidel.  And  a  believer  in  Christianity  is  worse 
than  an  infidel,  if  he  makes  or  tells  a  lie.  To  tell  lies,  or  to 
use  persecution  to  make  people  Christians,  is  to  become  a 
devil  to  make  other  people  angels  ;  it  is  to  crucify  Christ,  to 

get  others  to  love  him  ;  it  is  to  go  to  hell,  to  get  others  to  go  to 
eaven.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  lawfulness  or  praissworthiness 
of  lying.  Nor  do  I  believe  in  the  ttsefulness  of  lying,  4.  I 
believe  that  telling  the  truth  in  reference  to  the  Scriptures, 
and  in  reference  to  the  devilish  frauds  and  endless  villanies  of 
orthodox  priests  of  all  ages,  will,  in  the  end,  be  the  means 
of  curing  many  of  infidelity,  and  of  preventing  people  from 
becoming  infidels  in  time  to  come.  I  feel  persuaded  that  the 
frauds  of  ancient  priests  and  fanatics,  and  the  repetition  and 
imitation  of  those  frauds  by  their  orthodox  successors,  have 
done  more  to  make  men  infidels,  than  almost  all  things  else  pat 
together.  Those  frauds  have  shocked  the  faith  of  some  of  the 
most  enlightened  and  worthy  of  mankind.  Thev  are  at  this 
hour  a  stumbling-stone  to  thousands.  And  they  are  the 
strength  of  the  infidel's  cause.  And  men's  faith  will  never  be 
secure,  nor  will  it  ever  be  so  firm,  so  powerful,  so  consolatory, 
810  christlike  as  it  should  be,  till  the  whole  system  of  fraud  is 
enidvely  swept  away.  I  am  aware  that  those  whose  belief 
rests  on  those  frauds  will  be  shocked,  when  they  see  their 
foundations  slip  from  under  them  ;  but  the  honest  and  virtuous 
among  them  will  recover  from  the  shock,  and  settle  down  on 
the  rock  of  truth.    There  will  be  nothing  lost  by  the  exposure 
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gf  imad  that  is  worth  pnBerving^  and  muoh  will  be  giiiiied.- 
ISie  ahiidreii  of  the  deyil,  the  serraatt  of  antichrM,  tlie  hired 
teachers  of  blasphemies  and  lies,  may  go  on  deceiving  as  ther 
pkase :  i  'C^all  declare  the  trath.  I  shall  deelsso  the  trutu 
both  of  them  and  of  their  fathers.  I  shall  declare  the  truth 
both  of  them  and  of  their  systems.  And  let  us  see  who 
tehnanhs.  Let  us  see  whether  truth  or  falsehood  proves  the 
mighiiest.  Let  us  see  whether  fraud  or  honesty  proves  the 
best  policy.  Let  the  whole  universe  see.  As  for  me,  I  have 
no  fears  as  to  the  result.  I  am  as  sure  that  tlie  truth  will 
conquer  and  prevail,  as  I  am  of  my  own  existence.  I  am  as 
sure  that  the  advocates  of  lies,  the  inventors  and  perpetrators 
of  frauds,  the  deceivers  of  mankind  will  be  confounded,  and 
covered  with  shame,  and  become  a  byeword  of  reproach,  as 
I  am  that  there  is  a  God  in  heaven,  or  truth  in  the  Gospel 
of  Christ.  5.  And  Lastly.  Men  will  never  see  the  full  evi- 
dences of  the  truth  and  divinity  of  Christianity,  till  the  false 
and  the  doubtful  are  completely  swept  away,  and  nothing  but 
the  true  and  the  certain  left.  They  will  never  be  able  to  get 
a  fair,  full  sight  of  the  gold,  the  silver  and  the  precious  stones, 
till  the  wood,  the  hay,  and  the  stubble  are  all  burnt  up. 

Some  may  ask,  if  there  has  been  such  awful  use  of  fraud 
among  the  early  Christians,  what  means  have  we  of  knowing 
what  is  true,  and  what  is  false  ?  I  answer,  plenty.  So  far  as 
the  great  principles  of  Christian  truth  and  duty  are  concerned, 
there  is,  m  general,  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  what  they 
are.  Nor  is  there  any  difficulty  in  ascertaining  tlie  general 
character  and  history  of  Jesus.  We  have  means  enough  to 
make  us  wise  and  Godlike,  to  breathe  into  us  the  spirit  of 
Jesus,  and  fashion  us  after  his  likeness,  as  well  as  to  give  us 
a  joyous  hope  and  a  delightful  foretaste  of  undying  bliss,  if  we 
could  be  content  with  this.  But  before  people  can  see  the 
truth,  they  must  give  up  their  priestly  fables,  and  free  them* 
selves  from  priestly  tyranny.  Befoi*e  people  can  see  the  foun- 
dations of  the  truth,  they  must  cease  to  put  trust  in  deceit  and 
lies.  Before  they  can  see  the  true  worth  of  the  Scriptui*es,  and 
understand  their  proper  design  and  use,  they  must  give  up  those 
views  of  them  which  they  see  to  be  groundless,  and  lay  aside 
false  views  of  their  design  and  use.  Men  have  no  right  to 
expect  to  feel  the  power  of  truth,  till  they  are  disposed  to  trust* 
it.  They  have  no  right  to  expect  to  be  able  to  Me  the  truth, 
to  know  what  is  truth,  till  they  have  manfully  given  up  error 
and  delusion.  If  you  will  have  error,  it  will  be  sure  to  blind 
you.  If  you  wish  to  have  truth,  you  must  'be  content  with 
truth  alone,  and  let  all  your  old  delusions  and  your  venerable" 
mysteries  go  to  the  winds.  ^ 

But  you  are  afraid  of  infidelity,  you  say.     I  tell  you,,  you 
are  yourselves  infidels,  in  effect,  already  ;  and  you  wiH  never 
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deserve  to  be  called  any  thing  else,  till  you  can  trust  your- 
selves  to  truth,  and  leave  your  fictions  and  your  fancies  to 
their  fate.  If  you  are  afraid  of  infidelity,  be  true  to  your  con- 
science, be  true  to  truth,  renounce  all  notions  which  will  not 
bear  to  be  tested,  and  be  content,  for  once,  to  become  entirely 
poor,  completely  destitute,  to  be  left  without  a  single  notion, 
to  begin  your  course  again.  Be  content  to  be  an  infidel,  if 
tmth  be  infidelity.  Be  content  to  he  an  infidel,  if  you  cannot 
preserve  yourself  from  infidelity  without  dealing  in  fictions, 
and  filling  yourself  with  lies.  Be  content  to  be  robbed  of  the 
last  notion  you  have,  if  you  cannot  keep  it  without  closing 
your  eyes  to  plain  facts.  Prize  truth  above  all  thin^,  and 
you  will  find  her  then.  Give  up  all  for  her,  and  she  will 
make  you  rich.  Be  willing  to  become  a  fool  for  her  sake,  and 
she  will  make  you  wise.  Be  willing  to  become  an  unbeliever 
for  I  her  sake,  and  she  will  give  you  a  faith  unmovable.  Pre- 
fer truth  to  all  the  systems  in  the  worlds  and  she  will  unfold 
to  you  the  true  system  of  the  universe.  Prefer  truth  even  to 
Christianity  itself  ;  and  you  will  both  find  Christianity  in 
truth,  and  truth  in  Christianity.  You  will  never  have  the 
bread  from  heaven,  till  you  leave  the  flesh  pots  of  £^ypt,  and 
venture  into  the  waste  and  howling  wilderness.  If  you  wish, 
to  be  rich,  you  must  first  give  up  your  false  and  stolen  trea- 
sures. If  you  wish  to  be  a  believer,  a  Christian,  a  philosopher 
indeed,  you  must  renounce  the  faith,  and  Christianity,  and 
wisdom  of  the  sects  and  of  the  priesthood,  and  be  born  again. 
And  if  you  will  not  do  this, — ^if  you  are  resolved  to  stick  to 
the  prejudices  of  your  childhood,  to  the  fictions  of  your  priests, 
to  the  creeds  of  your  sects,  and  to  have  the  honour  that  cometh 
from  man,  and  the  knowledge  which  is  got  without  thought, 
and  the  faith  which  is  got  without  knowledge,  and  the  religion 
which  does  not  harmonize  and  blend  with  your  rational  and 
godlike  nature,  you  will  be  poor  while  you  live,  you  will 
be  poor  when  you  die,  and  you  will  perish  in  your  wretched- 
ness at  last  for  ever. 


Several  things  which  W.  Cooke  said  during  the  discussion, 
are  left  out  of  his  speeches  as  given  in  the  printed  report.  For 
instance, 

1.  In  his  second  speech  he  laboured  hard  to  prove  that  men 
might  believe  Jesus  to  be  the  Christ,  and  yet  not  have  the 
right  New  Testament  faith.  He  spent  the  chief  part  of  his 
speech  on  this  point.  He  mentioned  a  number  of  other  doc- 
trines that  men  *must  believe  before  they  could  be  said  to  be 
Christian  believers  ;  and  he  mentioned  certain  parties  that,  he 
said,  believed  Jesus  to  be  the  Christ,  who  yet  were  heretics, 
and  then,  by  some  strange  unaccountable  blunder,  he  quoted 
the  following  words  of  John  :  «  WHO  IS  A  LIAR  BUT  HE 
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THAT  DENIETH   THAT   JESUS    IS   THE   CHRIST?" 

1  John  i.  22.  This  upset  his  argument  at  onoe.  And  the 
meeting  saw  it.  And  my  opponent  felt  it.  He  had  he<»n 
attempting  for  near  an  hour  to  prove  that  the  Itars^  the  A<r«- 
^,  were  men  who  acknowledged  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ. 
The  passage  which  be  hrought  forward  to  establish  his  notion 
said.  Nay,  he  is  the  liar,  the  iniidel,  who  denieth  that  Jesoa 
18  the  Christ.  This  passage  my  opponent  has  suppressed ; 
ftt  least,  it  i«  not  in  his  speech  as  printed.  The  notice  of  it  is 
™  my  speech  in  reply,  but  it  is  not  in  his. 

^*  When  quoting  from  the  Epistles  of  Ignatius,  falsely  so 
^lled,  he  gave  the  following  quototion :  «  OUR  GOD  WAS 
BORN  OF  A  VIRGIN. '  In  replying  I  repeated  this  quo- 
tation,  to  prove  that  the  Epistles  were  not  genuine,  and  added, 
"Yon  may  judge  from  this  of  what  aae  the^  mndled.**  But  in 
•Cooke's  printed  speech,  this  also  is  left  out. 

3.  When  speaking  about  the  regulations,  W.  Cooke  said, 
*^t  he  had  agreed  to  pay  my  travelling  expenses.  I  replied 
this  was  not  the  case, — ^that  when  I  had  proposed  that  my 
travelling  expenses  should  be  paid  out  of  the  ticket  money, 
half  of  which  was  my  own,  all  that  they  would  agree  to  pay 
was  one  third  of  the  expenses,  and  one  naif  even  of  that  was 
to  he  ont  of  my  own  money.  In  the  printed  report  W.  Cooke's 
words  are  altered ;  the  word  part  is  put  in.  And  so  with 
some  other  passages. 

I  mention  these  things  not  by  way  of  complaint,  but  partly 
to  clear  myself.  Some  who  were  present  at  the  discussion, 
liave  written  to  ask,  why  Ihave^^not  printed  W.  Cooke's 
speeches  as  he  delivered  them  ?  I  answer ;  I  was  bound  to 
print  them  as  they  came  to  me  from  W.  Cooke  or  the  Reporter. 
I  was  not  at  liberty  to  alter  anything. 

I  may  add,  that  William  Cooke's  speeches  contain  tb« 
concentrated  wisdom  and  abilities  of  almost  all  the  orthodox 

Ereachers  and  laymen  in  Newcastle.  I  have  been  told  that 
e  stated,  to  show  in  what  favour  he  stood,  that  dnrinff 
the  intervals  between  the  different  nightV  discussions,  he  haa 
frequently  as  many  as  six  or  eight  ministers  consulting  with 
him  and  helping  him.  It  may  also  be  observed,  that  h« 
read  most  of  his  speeches,  and  persons  who  stood  near  and 
observed  the  hand- writing  of  the  speeches  he  read,  and  who 
knew  hi8  hand-writing,  Ay  that  several  of  his  speeches  were 
in  another  person's  hand-writing.  For  the  trutn  of  all  these 
stories  I  do  not  vouch,  though  I  do,  myself,  believe  them- 
Nor  do  I  mention  them  out  of  any  ill-will  to  my  opponent, 
but  simply  to  let  my  readers  understand,  that  the  speeches 
which  pass  for  William  Cooke's  in  this  printed  report,  a*^ 
about  the  best,  the  most  powerful,  the  most  perfect  and  ^^' 
ished  defences  of  orthodoxy,  that  all  the  orthodox  priests  and. 
laymen  in  Newcastle  put  together,  were  able  to  produce. 
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W.  Cooke,  has  charged  a  Bill  which  I  printed  with  false-  " 

hood,  because  it  stated  his  edition  would  not  be  antl>enticated 
by  the  Reporter's  signature.  The  following  statements  may 
put  the  matter  in  its  proper  light. 

As  soon  as  W.  Cook  got  out  the  first  part  of  his  edition  of 
the  Discussion,  he  announced  by  Bills,  that  Ms  edition  would 
be  authenticated  by  the  Reporter's  signature,  insinuating,  most 
plainly,  that  my  edition  would  not  be  authentic  at  all.  Find- 
ing that  this  false  representation  had  succeeded  in  deceiving 
people,  I  <v^rote  to  the  Reporter,  stating  how  matters  stood, 
and  asking  him  whether  he  had  given  W.  Cooke  any  autho- 
rity for  making  such  an  announcement.  The  Reporter  wrote 
back  as  follows  : 

Newcastle,  Oct.  6, 1846. 
Dear  Sir, 

With  respect  to  Mr.  Cooke's  annoancement  that  his  report  of  the  Dis- 
cussion wUl  be  authenticated  by  the  Reporter's  signature,  it  was  made  altogether 
without  my  knowledge. 

As  to  the  point  itself,  pou  have  undoubtedly  as  much  right  to  make  the  announce- 
ment as  he  has,  or  evir  had.  The  truth  is,  however,  that  I  am  up  to  this  moment 
ignorant  of  what  is  meant  by  the  report  being  thus  authenticated.  Neither  Mr. 
Cooke  nor  any  of  his  friends  have  s  \id  one  word  to  me  on  the  subject ;  and  I  did 
not  think  it  worth  while  making  any  enquiry ;  knowing  that,  as  they  had  made  the 
announcement  without  my  knowledge,  it  was  quite  open  to  me  to  sign,  or  refuse  to 
sign,  when  the  time  for  deciding  arrived.  But  I  can  hardly  suppose  they  mean  me 
actually  to  i4frite  my  name  on  each'  copy. 

I  am,  dear  Sir,  yours  faithfully, 

JOHN  SELKIRK. 

It  was  on  the  authority  of  this  letter  that  I  published  my 
Bill.  W.  Cooke's  Bill  was  understood  to  mean  that  the  Re- 
porter would  write  his  name  on  every  copy,  and  it  is  plain  that 
it  was  intended  to  be  so  understood.  And  the  fact  that  W. 
Cooke  has  got  an  imitation  of  the  Reporter's  Tiand-tm-iting  at^ 
tached  to  his  edition,  shows  that  he  wishes  to  have  the  ignorant 
to  believe  that  each  copy  is  signed  by  the  Reporter  It  will  be 
seen,  then,  from  these  statements,  that  the  falsehood  and  deceit 
have  been  all  on  the  side  of  my  opponent.  Both  his  Bills  and 
his  preface  are  deliberate  and  studied  attempts  to  make  a  false 
impression  on  people's  minds,  and  would  be  called,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  English  simplicity,  LIES.  W.  Cooke  knew  from 
the  beginning,  that  both  his  edition  and  mine  were  printed 
from  me  same  authenticated  copy, — ^that  it  was  the  general 
copy  that  was  authenticated,  and  not  any  particular  edition^ — 
that  the  copy  was  not  authenticated  by  the  Ret>orter's  sipna- 
titre,  but  by  simply  passing  through'  his  hands,  and  receiving 
his  corrections, — ^ana  that  my  edition  was  just  as  authentic  as 
his  own.  To  prevent  people,  therefore,  from  being  further 
imposed  upon,  let  them  know,  that  the  Reporter  has  no  more 
signed  W,  Chokes  edition,  than  he  has  signed  mine, — that  the 
Reporter's  name  on  W.  Cooke's  edition  is  not  the  Reporter's 
writingy  but  Afac^similey  or  imitation  of  his  hand-writing  only, 
— that  the  Reporter  only  testifies  to  the  correctness  of  the 
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ffeneral  report^  and  not  to  any  particular  edition  of  the  report, 
— ^that  I  received  the  Reporter's  signature  just  the  same  as 
W.  Cooke,  though  I  did  not  choose  to  get  an  imitation  of  his 
hand-writing,  and  that  all  W,  Cooke's  attempts  to  make  peo- 
ple think  that  his  edition  is  authenticated  in  any»different  way 
from  my  own  are  nothing  but  wilful  frauds.  What  a  shame 
that  such  warnings  should  be  necessary. 

I  must  propose  a  few  more  questions  to  my  opponent  about 
his  doctrine  that  the  Bible  is  an  infallible  guide  ? 

Will  you  tell  me  what  you  mean  by  an  infallible  guide? 
AVhat  does  the  Bible  guide  men  infallibly  to  ?  If  the  Bibk 
be  an  infallible  guide,  and  if  it  be  a  perfect  rule  of  faith  and 
practice,  why  do  you  make  other  guides?  Why  do  you  make 
a  creed  ?  Why  is  not  your  creed  drawn  up  in  Bible  words  ? 
Why  do  you  make  fresh  rules  ?  Are  your  rules  about  hiring 
preachers,  about  keeping  preachers  from  getting  married  for 
four  or  six  or  eight  years,  about  Conferences,  quarterly  meet- 
ings, class  meetings,  and  about  all  those  other  things  respect- 
ing which  you  legislate  in  your  volume  of  rules,  to  be  found 
in  the  Bible  ?  If  not,  how  can  the  Bible  be  a  perfect  rule  ? 
If  it  be  a  perfect  rule,  what  need  can  vou  have  of  another 
rule  ?  Do  you  follow  your  infallible  guide  ?  Do  you  follow 
the  Old  Testament  ?  Do  you  abstain  from  swine's  flesh  ?  Do 
you  never  eat  hares,  or  rabbits,  or  eels  ?  Do  you  never  eat 
things  strangled  ?  Have  you  been —  ?  I  dare  not  say  what. 
But  have  you  attended  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Genesis  xvii. 
9 — 14.  Do  you  go  to  Jerusalem  three  times  a  year?  Do  you 
offer  sacrifices  of  Jambs,  goats,  kids,  oxen,  and  the  like  ?  Do 
you  rest  on  the  seventh  day,  Saturday,  like  your  Jewish  neigh- 
bours? Do  you  kindle  no  fires  on  Saturday,  &c.  ?  If  you  say 
that  it  is  the  New  Testament  that  is  your  guide,  I  ask,  why  do 
you  not  alivas^s  say  so  ?  Why  do  you  so  often  call  the  Bihk,  the 
Old  Testament  as  well  as  the  New,  your  guide?  Do  you  not 
know  that  it  is  one  thing  to  say  the  Bible  is  your  gufde,  and 
another  to  say  that  the  New  Testament  is  your  guide  ?  Will 
you  answer  me  these  questions,  either  in  writing  or  in  a 
public  meeting? 

I  may  observe,  that  as  W.  Cooke  only  discussed  about  two 
outof  the  ten  questions  which  were  to  have  been  discussed, 
and  as  he  stated  that  he  would  expose  all  my  principles,  &c. 
I  hope  he  will  either  resume  the  discussion  at  an  early  period, 
or  try  to  induce  some  of  his  l)rethren  to  take  the' thing  in 
hand. 

My  opponent  charged  Wilson,  the  author  of  the  work  enti- 
tled "  Concessions  of  Trinitarians,"  with  not  representing  the 
sentiments  of  Trinitarians  correctly.  My  opponent,  however, 
has  not  pointed  out  any  cctses  of  misrepresentation,  and  I 
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therefore  conclude  that  the  charge  is  felt  by  him  to  be  a  false  one. 

In  a  speech  delivered  by  my  opponent  at  a  tea  meeting  since 
the  discussion,  my  opponent  stated  that  Rammohnn  Roy  was 
but  a  half-enlightened,  half- converted  Christian.  The  only 
way  in  which  I  can  an«wer  such  a  charge  is  by  requesting 
people  to  read  the  works  of  that  remarkable  man.  My  oppo- 
nent also  stated  that  Rammohun  Roy  denied  the  miracles  of 
Christ.  Will  my  opponent  tell  me  where  or  when  he  did  so. 
I  have  met  with  no  denial  of  Christ's  miracles  in  those  of  his 
works  which  /  have  read,  and  I  believe  the  charge  to  be  a 
falsehood. 

My  opponent  says  a  man  may  believe  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ 
and  yet  not  be  a  Christian.  Ans.  True,  but  a  man  cannot 
believe  in  Jesus  as  the  Christ,  and  obe^  Chrut*8  doctrine  with- 
out being  a  Christian. 

He  says  a  man  may  believe  Jesus  to  be  the  Christ,  and  yet 
be  a  heretic.  Ans.  True  ;  but  he  cannot  believe  in  Jesus  as 
the  Christ  and  o^  Chrisfs  precq/ts  and  be  a  heretic.  A  here- 
tic means  either  one  who  does  not  believe  in  Christ,  or  a  bad 
liver,  or  *both.  The  word  seems  generally  to  be  applied,  in 
the  New  Testament,  to  hireling  preachers,  to  persons  who 
teach  things  which  they  ought  not,  for  filthy  lucre's  sake. 

To  those  who  wish  to  see  the  doctrines  which  I  have  advoca- 
ted in  this  discussion  treated  more  at  large,  I  would  recom- 
mend the  following  works. 

On  the  Trinity,  1.  A  statement  of  reasons  for  not  believing 
the  doctrines  oi  Trinitarians  concerning  the  nature  of  God, 
and  the  person  of  Christ,  by  A.  Norton.  2.  Priestley's 
history  of  the  corruptions  of  Christianity,  and  his  history  of 
early  opinions.  3.  The  supremacy  of  God  the  Father  vindi- 
cated, by  a  Layman.  One  penny.  4.  Scriptural  views  of 
Christ,  in  three  letters,  by  a  Layman.  One  penny  each.  5. 
A  tract  on  the  divinity  of  Christ,  by  W.  Le  Page,  formerly 
a  New  Connexion  Methodist,  and  a  friend  of  W.  Cooke's. 
6.  The  works  of  John  Scott  Porter,  Belfast. 

On  the  Trinity,  the  Conditions  of  Salvation,  and  Satisfac- 
tion to  Justice, — 

Rammohun  Roy's  Works. 

On  the  Atonement,  "The  Atonement  a  display  of  liOve 
not  of  Wrath,"  by  N.  Worcester.    Price  One  Shilling. 

Five  tracts  on  the  Atonement.  One  penny  each.  By  J. 
Barker. 

A  Treatise  on  Redemption,  and  its  connection  with  the  death 
c»f  Christ.  Price  sixpence.  By  W.  Le  Page,  of  Guei-nsey, 
fornK'rly  a  Methodist,  and  a  friend  and  correspondent  of  W. 
Cooke's. 

On  Original  Sin,  Dr.  John  Taylor,  of  Norwich.  Price 
is.  4d. 
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Cogan,  on  Hereditary  Depravity. 

On  Eternal  Torments,  "  Eternal  Torments ;  or  an  Inquiry 
are  the  wicked  Immortal,  by  G.  Storrs,  of  America/*  Price 
fourpence. 

On  the  Miraculous  Conception.  Priestley  on  the  Miraculous 
Conception.  Price  threepence.  Wright  on  the  Miraculous  Con- 
ception.   Price  One  penny.    Grundy's  Lectures,  <fco. 

On  the  Hired  Ministry,  Six  Tracts,  by  J.  Barker.  One 
penny  each.  Howitfs  History  of  Priestcraft.  All  Church 
Histories.    Minutes  of  Methodist  Conferences. 

True  Religion,  <kc.,  three  tracts,  One  penny  each,  by  J. 
Barker.  Grace  and  the  means  of  Grace,  Two-pence.  The 
works  of  W.  E.  Channing,  six  vols.  8s. 

I  might  mention  also  the  works  of  Dr.  Carpenter  of  Bristol : 
Mr.  Acton,  of  Exeter  ;  T.  Lindsay,  once  a  Church  of  England 
clergyman  ;  Locke  on  the  Reasonableness  of  Christianity  ; 
Whitby's  last  thoughts ;  Sir  Isaac  Newton's  history  of  two 
remarkable  corruptions  of  the  sacred  text,  &c.  Balshain's 
calm  Inquiry.  Some  of  those  books  I  have,  others  of  them 
I  intend  to  republish  in  a  cheap  form,  as  soon  as  X^m  able. 

I  may,  however,  state  that  a  man  who  has  common  sense, 
and  who  has  courage  to  take  the  plain  language  of  Christ ^s 
his  rule,  may  spare  himself  the  expense  and  trouble  of  reading 
a  great  number  of  books  on  these  subjects.  It  was  the  Bible 
and  common  sense  that  made  me  a  heretic.  Books  helped  me 
on,  and  made  my  heterodoxy  more  complete ;  but  the  Bible 
had  most  to  do  in  the  work.  The  Bibl§  is  about  the  most 
heretical  book  that  I  know  of.  It  was  the  Bible  that  made 
Rammohun  Roy  a  heretic.  Other  books  are  chiefly  necessary 
for  such  as  have  been  robbed  of  their  common  sense,  and  fright- 
ened out  of  their  wits  by  false  orthodoxy. 

To  those  who  wish  to  know  something  about  my  belief  in 
general,  I  give  the  following  : 

1.  I  believe  that  there  is  a  God,  and  that  God  is  a  re  warder 
of  all  them  that  diligently  seek  him. 

2.  I  believe  that  God  is  the  Maker  and  Governor  of  all 
worlds ;  the  Father  and  the  Friend  of  all  maiikin4- 

3.  I  believe'  that  God  is  Love ;  that  he  is  good  to  all,  and 
that  his  tender  mercies  are  over  all  his  works. 

4.  I  believe  that  God  is  holy,  just,  and  true. 

5.  I  believe  that  he  loves  goodness,  and  that  he  is  pleased 
and  delighted  with  good  people  : — that  he  hates  wickedness, 
and  is  displeased  or  angry  with  those  who  do  wickedness. 

6.  I  believe  that  God  is  no  respecter  of  persons  ;  that  he  is 
not  partial  or  unreasonable  in  his  dealings  ;  but  that  he  acts 
fairly  and  lovingly  to  all  his  creatures. 

7.  I  believe  that  the  earth  and  the  heavens,  and  all  God's 
works,  are  a  revelation  of  his  character,  and  prove  him  to  be 
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wise,  and  great,  and  kind,  beyond  all  thought,  and  beyond  all 
bounds.     And  I  believe  that  his  goodness  endures  for  ever. 

8.  I  believe  that  God  is  the  kindest  father  in  existence,  and 
that  such  unjust  and  cruel  things  as  would  be  too  bad  for  a 
common  father  to  do  to  his  children,  are  much  more  too  bad  for 
God  to  do  to  his  children. 

9.  I  believe  that  if  men  can  remember  how  their  kind  parents 
felt  and  acted  towards  them,  and  how  they  themselves,  in  their 
kindest  moods,  feel  and  act  towards  their  own  children,  they 
may  know  pretty  well  how  God  feels  and  acts  towards  all  man- 
kind.   For  I  believe  that  God  is  «  OUR  FATHER." 

10.  I  believe  that  God  reveals  himself  and  his  will  in  some 
measure  to  all  mankind  ;  that  in  all  countries  and  in  all  ages 
God  has  made  known  himself  to  truth-seeking  and  loving 
people. 

11.  I  believe  that  God  requires  no  one  to  know  or  believe 
more  than  he  reveals,  unfolds,  makes  known  to  him. 

12.  I  believe  that  in  the  Old  Testament  we  have,  generally 
speaking,  a  fair  and  true  account  of  God*s  revelations  to  the 
people  of  Israel,  and  to  the  early  dwellers  on  the  earth  in 
general. 

13.  I  Mieve  that  Jesus  was,  (in  Hebrew,)  the  Messiah  ;  (in 
Greek,)  the  Christ ;  (in  English,)  the  most  favoured  and  ex- 
alted of  mankind  ;  the  beloved  Son  of  God.  I  believe  that 
Jesus  was  endowed  by  God  with  power  and  wisdom,  that  God 
wrought  many  signs  and  wonders  by  him,  and  set  him  forth 
as  a  teacher  of  truth,  as  an  example  of  goodness,  as  the  guide^ 
the  Saviour,  and  the  judge  of  mankind. 

14.  I  believe  in  the  general  truth  of  the  Gospel  history.  I 
believe  that  in  the  Gospels  we  have,  in  general,  a  truthful  and 
satisfactory  history  of  the  Saviour*s  life  ;  of  his  teachings  and 
labours,  of  his  trials  and  death. 

15.  I  believe  that  Jesus  rose  again  from  the  dead,  and  that 
he  still  lives  to  labour  for  the  good  of  mankind. 

16.  I  believe  that  Jesus  was  a  man,  a  Ihan  like  other  men» 
made  in  all  things  like  unto  his  brethren,  and  tempted  in  all 
points  like  his  brethren.  I  regard  him  as  one  of  our  race,  as  our 
fellow-creature  and  our  fellow-man.  I  regard  with  horror  the 
orthodox  doctrine  of  his  Godhead.  I  believe  it  to  be  not  only 
false  and  unscriptural,  absurd  and  impassible,  but  I  believe  it 
to  be  hurtful  and  irreligious  in  its  tendency.  The  doctrine  of 
Christ's  proper  humanity,  of  his  oneness  with  ourselves,  seems 
necessary  to  the  comfort  and  blessedness  of  one's  soul. 

17.  I  believe, — ^and  I  see  no  reason  why  I  should  not  believe, 
—that  I  and  my  brethren  may  be  as  good,  as  godlike,  as  Jesus ; 
and  I  see  no  reason  why  we  may  not,  if  we  faithfully  improve 
our  talents  and  opportunities,  be  as  useful  to  mankind  as  he. 

18.  I  believe  that  the  doctrine  and  the  life  of  Christ  as  given 
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in  tilt!  Gospel  histories,  are,  in  general,  a  true  and  faithful 
rerelation  of  God's  character  and  will,  of  what  God  would 
have  us  to  be,  of  the  way  in  which  he  would  have  us  to  live, 
and  of  the  blessedness  he  would  have  us  to  enjoy. 

19.  I  believe  that  I  shall  live  for  ever,  if  I  live  aright ;  and 
that  I  shall  enjoy  the  company  of  Jesus  and  his  friends  ;  the 
company  of  the  wise  and  good  of  every  age  and  country. 

20.  I  believe  that  men  ought  to  pray  always,  and  not  to 
faint. 

21.  I  believe  that  men  ought  to  be  meek  and  gentle,  lowly 
and  peaceful,  chaste  and  clean,  merciful  and  liberal.  I  believe 
that  it  is  wrong  to  be  proud  or  quarrelsome  ;  passionate  or 
revengeful ;  surly  or  uncharitable. 

22.  I  believe  that  we  ought  to  love  our  enemies,  to  do  good 
to  those  who  do  evil  to  us,  to  be  merciful  as  God  is  merciful. 

23.  I  believe  that  we  ought  to  love  God  with  all  our  heart, 
and  to  love  our  neighbours  as  ourselves: — ^that  we  ought  to  do 
to  others,  as  we  would  that  others  should  do  unto  us,  and  do 
good  unto  all  as  we  have  opportunity. 

24.  I  believe  that  to  please  God  and  do  good,  should  be  the 
end,  the  study,  and  the  business  of  our  lives. 

25.  1  believe  that  we  cannot  serve  God  and  money, — that 
we  cannot  trust  in  God  and  money, — ^that  we  ought  not  to  lay 
up  for  ourselves  treasures  on  earth, — that  we  ought  to  lay  up 
for  ourselves  treasures  in  heaven,  by  employing  all  we  have  in 
doing  good  to  mankind. 

26.  I  believe  that  it  is  foolish  to  trouble  or  disquiet  ourselves 
about  future  and  uncertain  wants, — that  it  is  wisest  as  well  as 
happiest  to  do  good  with  such  things  as  we  have,  and  trust  in 
God  for  the  ui^certain  future. 

27.  I  believe  that  with  what  measure  we  mete,  it  will  be 
measured  to^ufi  again, — that  God  will  treat  us,  as  we  treat 
others, — that  the  merciful  shall  have  mercy,  and  that  the 
selfish  and  hard-hearted  shall  have  want  and  sorrow. 

28.  I  believe  that  little  children  are  as  pure  as  the  spirits  of 
the  blessed, — that  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  God, 

29.  I  believe  that  Christians  shomd  not  be  masters  or  lords 
over  each  other,  but  look  on  each  other  and  treat  each  other 
as  brethren. 

30.  I  believe  that  the  miracles  of  Christ  were  recorded  that 
we  might  believe  that  Jesus  was  beloved  and  favoured  of  God, 
and  that  believing  we  might  have  life  through  him. 

31.  I  believe  that  the  proof  of  our  Christianity  is  love  to 
the  brethren. 

32.  I  believe  that  all  men  reap  as  they  sow,  and  that  men's 
behaviour  will  fix  or  shape  their  portion  for  ever. 

33.  I  believe  that  a  good  Samaritan  is  better  than  a  bad 
Jew, — that  an  honest  Sadducee  is  better  than  ^  roguish  priest. 
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— ^that  publicans,  harlots,  and  thieves  are  more  hopeful  char- 
acters tnan  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  than  sectarians  and  hireling 
theologians. 

34.  I  believe  that  God  is  as  kind  as  Jesus  was,  and  that  all 
well-meaning  people  are  as  safe  in  the  hands  of  Grod,  as  the 
innocent  little  children  were  in  the  hands  of  Jesus  Christ. 

35.  I  believe  that  Christian  reformers  will  be  reviled  and 
persecuted,  but  I  do  not  believe  that  their  sufferings  will  do 
them  any  hai-m.  I  believe  that  all  things  work  together  for 
good  to  them  that  love  God. 

36.  I  believe  that  there  is  but  one  God,  and  that  the  one 
true  God  is  the  Father. 

37.  I  believe  that  Christ  died  for  us  that  we  might  live  ta 
God. 

38.  I  believe  a  thousand  other  things  which  were  taught 
by  Christ  and  his  apostles,  and  which  have  been  taught 
by  Christ's  followers  of  later  times,  but  the  sum  of  all 
is,  that  we  seek  for  truth,  and  obey  it  as  far  as  we  learn  it, — 
that  we  try  to  please  God  and  do  good  to  mankind, — ^that  we 
labour  to  be  as  wise,  as  good,  as  Grod-like  as  we  can,  and 
to  make  others  as  wise  and  good  and  happy  as  ourselves, — ^and 
that  we  trust  in  God's  providence,  bear  the  sufferings  which 
he  allows  to  befal  us  patiently,  and  rejoice  in  hope  of  everlast- 
ing life. 

But  1  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  theology.  I  believe  it  to  be 
unscriptural  and  false, — I  believe  it  to  be  absurd  and  abomina* 
ble, — ^I  believe  it  to  be  immoral  and  blasphemous, — I  believe 
it  to  be  a  bundle  of  delusions,  a  mass  of  frauds,  a  heap  of  cor- 
ruption,— I  believe  that  the  great  fundamental  principles  both 
of  Popish  and  Protestant  theology,  and  the  great  fundamentals 
both  of  Calvinistic  and  Methodistical  theology  su*e  great  errors. 
I  believe  them  to  be  dreams  or  inventions  of  men. 

1.  I  do  not  believe  in  Calvinistic  predestination,  nor  in  Cal- 
vinistic election  and  reprobation.  I  believe  them  to  be  horrible 
blasphemies. 

2.  I  do  not  believe  in  Methodistical  foreknowledge.  I  be- 
lieve it  to  be  as  false  and  as  blasphemous  as  Calvinistic  predes- 
tination, and  more  inconsistent. 

3.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  talk  about  the  wisdom,  the  per- 
fection, the  unparalleled  goodness  of  Adam  :  I  regard  it  au  as 
unscriptural  and  false. 

4.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  orthodox  notion  of  Adam's  federal- 
headship. 

5.  I  do  not  believe  that  any  one  was  answerable  for  Adam's 
fault  but  himself,  nor  do  I  believe  that  any  one  would  have 
been  saved  on  account  of  Adam's  righteousness  but  himself, 
if  Adam  had  proved  righteous. 

6.  I  do  not  believe  that  any  one  is  punished  by  God  for  any 
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one's  sins  but  his  own,  or  that  any  one  is  rewarded  for  any 
one's  righteousness  but  his  own. 

7.  I  do  not  believe  that  God  ever  punishes  the  righteous,  or 
that  he  ever  approves  or  justifies  the  guilty.  I  believe  that  hp 
rewards  every  one  according  to  his  works. 

8.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  trinity. 

9.  I  do  not  believe  in  natural,  hereditary  depravity. 

10.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  about  faith,  or  re- 
p^tance,  or  conversion,  or  sanctification. 

11.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  about  salvation  or 
damnation,  about  heaven  or  hell. 

12.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  about  atonement, 
redemption,  reconciliation,  propitiation,  bearing  sins,  satisfac- 
tion, or  substitution. 

13.  T  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  about  trusting  in 
Christ's  merits,  imputed  righteousness,  the  conditions  of  sal- 
vation, or  the  grounds  of  acceptance. 

14.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  about  creeds  and 
laws,  about  church  government  and  sects,  about  hired  minis- 
ters and  revivals. 

15.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  or  orthodox  talk 
about  divine  worship,  divine  service,  religious  ordinances, 
sanctuaries,  temples,  altars,  houses  of  God,  communion  service, 
communion  tables,  communion  rails,  holy  sacraments,  venera- 
ble mysteries,  ministers  of  the  Gospel,  <fec. 

16.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  about  holy  days^ 
holy  offices,  holy  places,  holy  things,  or  holy  ordinances. 

17.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  orthodox  notions  about  revela- 
tion, inspiration,  and  infallibihty. 

18.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  notions  about  types  and 
anti-types. 

19.  1  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  interpretations  of  prophecies, 
nor  in  orthodox  interpretations  of  the  words  of  Christ  and  hijs 
apostles. 

20.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  correctness  of  orthodox  quota- 
tions of  Scripture.' 

21.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  translations,  or  orthodox 
histories,  or  orthodox  biographies,  or  orthodox  missionary  in- 
telligence, or  orthodox  missionary  speeches,  or  orthodox  Greek 
and  Hebrew  grammars,  or  orthodox  Greek  and  Hebrew  lexi- 
cons, or  orthodox  Bible  dictionaries,  or  orthodox  creeds,  con- 
fessions of  faith,  or  systems  of  divinity. 

22.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  honesty  or  straight-forwardness 
of  orthodox  arguing,  either  with  infidels,  or  heretics,  or  one 
another. 

23.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  disinterestedness  or  Christian 
charity  of  orthodox  priests. 

24.  I  do  not  believe  in  orthodox  tales  about  Christian  re- 
formers. 
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25.  I  do  nol  beliere  in  the  lawfoliiees  of  lying  and  fraad, 
of  forgery  and  mnrder ;  or  of  eormpting  and  mntilating  books 
for  purposes  of  deception. 

26. 1  do  not  believe  in  the  Christianity  of  war  and  Blareir,  of 
judging  and  hanging  men,  of  kid-napping  and  man-stealing, 
of  slave-breeding  and  slave-trading  ;  of  fornication  and  aduJ- 
tery  ;  of  whipping  helpless  women,  and  shooting  innocent 
men. 

27.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  Christianity  of  drunkenness  alid 
oppression,  or  of  selfishness  and  gambling. 

28.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  Christianity  of  long  steeples, 
great  bells^  white  surplices,  black  gowns,  &ie  organs,  drunken 
singers,  lying  priests,  and  stupid  or  hypocritical  congr^ations. 

29.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  honesty  of  Methodist  conferences. 
Popish  councils,  or  Protestant  <x>nvocations. 

30.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  honesty  of  Methodistical  chapel 
building,  of  conference  plans  and  model  deeds  for  securing 
public  property. 

Si.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  equity  of  priestly  administration 
of  charities,  or  in  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  that  the  «cause  of 
the  priests  is  the  cause  of  God. 

32.  I  do  not  believe  that  orthodoxy  can  ever  be  tolerant.  I 
believe  that  orthodoxy  and  intolerance  are  inseparable. 

3S.  I  do  not  believe  that  erroneous  opinions  are  worse  than 
bad  living.  I  believe  that  bad  living  is  the  worst  thing  in  the 
universe,  and  that  no  man  is  to  blame  for  erroneous  opinions 
if  he  has  not  had  the  opportunity  of  obtaining  correct  ones. 

34.  I  do  not  believe  in  the  periection,  the  sinlessness,  or  the 
infallibility  of  William  Cooke. 

i^5.  I  do  not  believe  that  he  thinks  much  of  his  victory. 

iMi.  I  do  not  believe  that  he  would  like  such  another  victor\'. 

37.  I  do  not  delieve  that  he  will  accept  my  invitation  to 
renew  the  discussion. 


I  have  read  W.  Cooke's  preface  to  his  edition,  but  I  see  no- 
thins  that  requires  particular  notice.  True,  it  is  a  string  of 
falselioods,  but  they  are  falsehoods  which  do  not  appear  to  need 
any  exposure.  Those  who  read  the  discussion  will  be  able  to 
answer  the  preface  without  further  help. 

It  has  been  said  by  my  opponent,  that  several  persons  wlio 
held  my  views  were  brought  over  by  the  Discussion  to  orthodox 
views.  To  tliis  I  reply,  1.  That  I  have  not,  myself,  heard  of 
any  such  case.  Can  my  opponent  give  me  the  names  of  any 
such  5)erson8  ?  If  names  and  particulars  are  not  given,  we 
must  be  allowed  to  disbelieve  the  story.     2.  I  have  not  only 
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heard  that  many  were  brought  by  th«  Dncussian  to  giT«  up 
orthodox  views,  and  embrace  the  principles  which  1  advocated^ 
but  1  am  prepared  to  give  the  names  of  a  number  of  such  per- 
sons. The  nanes  of  two  persons  have  been  published  in  the 
**  Inquirer,*'  who  came  nearly  two  hundred  miles  to  hear  the 
Discussion,  and  who  were  so  fully  convinced  of  the  falsehood 
of  orthodoxy,  and  of  the  truth  of  the  principles  which  I  advo- 
cated, that  on  their  return  home  they  gave  up  their  places  and 
their  plans  among  the  Methodists,  and  devoted  themselves  to 
the  cause  of  Evangelical  Reform.  I  could  give  the  names  of 
other  converts  in  Newcastle  and  the  Neighbourhood.  The 
following  is  a  conversation  which  took  place  in  Newcastle, 
between  my  brother  Benjamin  and  a  member  of  a  Wesleyan 
Methodist  family  in  Newcastle,  on  Nov.  19,  1845.  I  will  give 
my  brother's  letter  entire,  withPthe  exception  of  the  name  of 
the  family  in  whose  house  the  conversation  took  place. 

Newcastle^  Nov,  19th,  1845. 

Dear  Brother,— I  have  nothing  else  particular  to  do,  so 
I  mav  as  well  relate  the  substance  of  a  conversation  that  I 
have  just  had  with  one  of  Mr.  W ^'s  daughters. 

W .  How  is  your  brother  and  family  f 

Barker.  He  is  very  well,  and  his  family  too. 

W.  I  suppose  he  has  given  Mr.  Cooke  another  challenge. 
I  saw  a  hand-bill  posted  in  Gateshead  to  that  effect. 

B.  Yes,  I  believe  he  has. 

W.  The  Discussion  was  very  well  attended. 

B.  Yes,  I  understand  so. 

W.  One  of  our  men  has  turned  over  to  your  brother's  sidt 
of  the  question. 

B.  Did  he  attend  the  Discussion  ? 

W.  Yes,  it  was  with  going  to  the  Discussion  that  he  changed 
his  views. 

B.  Wliat  was  he  before  I 

W.  He  was  a  Methodist,  and  a  very  pious  young  man  he 
was,  he  was  one  of  the  nicest  young  men  that  attended  Bruns- 
wick ChapeL 

B.  He  is  a  pious  young  man  yet,  is  he  not  ?  I  should  think 
attending  the  Discussion  and  changing  his  religious  opinions 
would  not  make  him  a  bad  man. 

W.  No,  but  the  preachers  and  leaders  are  so  sorry  for  him  : 
he  was  so  very  useful  in  the  church. 

B.  Was  he  a  local  preacher  among  them  ? 

W.  No,  but  he  was  a  prayer  leader,  and  a  teacher  at  the 
Sunday  school.  He  attended  the  Sunday  school  almost  every 
Sunday,  and  was  so  much  respected ;  and  they  are  so  sorry 
for  him.  The  preachers  and.  some  of  the  leading  friends  went 
to  talk  to  him  on  the  subject,  but  they  could  do  no  good  ;  hi 
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was  60  stupid  in  his  own  way.  And  he  told  them  he  had  been 
in  the  dark  all  his  life  till  now. 

B.  I  suppose  they  would  now  call  him  a  self-conceited  young 
man,  because  he  has  begun  to  think  for  himself,  and  won'"t  be 
led  by  them  any  longer. 

W,  I  dare  say  your  wife  will  know  him.     It  is  the  same 

{)erson  that  used  to  *    *    *    *    *  when  she  was  here.    He 
las  worked  for  us  ever  since  he  was  a  boy. 

B.  What  age  is  he  now  I 

W.  Twenty  four. 

B.  Is  he  married? 

W.  Yes,  he  has  a  wife  and  two  children. 

B.  Does  he  teach  at  the  Sabbath  school  yet  ? 

W.  No,  he  has  given  up.  Indeed  I  dare  say  they  would  not 
have  him  now.  * 

B.  Does  he  attend  the  chapel  then  ? 

W.  No,  I  think  I  have  only  seen  him  twice  at  the  chapel 
since.  He  attends  the  Unitarian  chapel  now,  and  spends  hi^ 
Sundays  in  reading  your  brother's  tracts.  He  used  to  be 
a  firm  and  devoted  lover  of  Methodism,  but  he  is  now  quite 
altered.  Indeed  he  seems  to  be  now  as  much  in  favour  of  your 
brother  and  Unitarianism,  as  he  used  to  be  of  Methodism. 

B.  Then  I  suppose  he  was  one  of  Cooke'a  friends  before  the 
Discussion. 

W.  Yes,  he  went  to  the  Discussion  a  iSrm  advocate  of  Mr. 
Cooke  ;  but  the  Discussion  quite  changed  him. 

B.  I  heard  that  the  Discussion  had  turned  a  many  over  to 
my  brother's  side  of  the  question,  but  I  did  not  know  how  far 
it  was  correct :  but  I  suppose  lie  has  not  become  a  bad  man 
in  consequence  of  changing  his  opinions. 

W.  No,  he  is  the  same  as  he  was,  for  aught  I  know. 

B.  The  Methodist  preachers  used  to  tell  me  that  the  Unita- 
rians were  all  infidels  or  something  as  bad  ; — ^that  their  doctrine 
came  from  hell,  and  that  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  he 
saved  ;  but  I  have  learned  better  since.  I  believe  there  are  as 
good  Christians  among  them,  as  there  are  among  the  Methodists. 

W.  Yes  ;  I  should  think  there  are  good  men  in  every  sect. 

B.  I  don't  wonder  at  the  young  man  saying  that  he  had 
been  in  the  dark  all  his /life,  for  I  am  sure  the  Methodists 
kept  me  in  the  dark.  Indeed  I  never  could  understand  Metho- 
dism in  all  my  life.  I  can  understand  ChriOianity,  but  I 
could  never  understand  the  Methodist  doctrine. 

When  we  had  got  thus  far,  Mr.  W came  in,  and  the 

conversation  was  broken  off. 

Thine  affectionately, 

BENJAMIN  BARKER. 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  a  letter  received  from  a 
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memW  and  local  preacher  in  the  Methodist  New  Connexion, 
who  some  time  ago  wrote  a  long  pamphlet  against  me. 

October  18, 1845. 
*'  My  dbar  Brothbr, — ^You  will  perhaps  be  a  little  surprised 
by  readins;  the  contents  of  this  letter,  but  I  have  for  several 
months  felt  it  a  duty  devolving  heavily  upon  me  to  ask  your 
forgiveness  for  the  blunder  which  I  committed  in  publicly 
attacking  your  character.  I  retract  what  I  have  written,  and 
pray  that  I  may  evermore  be  preserved  from  uncharitableness 
and  intolerance  towards  those  who  may  differ  from  me  in  their 
religious  sentiments.  The  way  in  which  I  was  led  to  commit 
that  error  was  as  follows  : — Though  I  fully  agreed  with  you  on 
many  important  points,  and  saw  the  necessity  of  a  great  reform 
in  the  church,  yet,  w^hen  you  began  to  express  your  views  on 
the  Godhead  of  Christ,  the  foreknowledge  of  God,  eternal 
torments,  <fec.,  I  begaji  to  1t)e  afraid.  I  thought  you  were 
going  too  far, — that  you  were  approaching  scepticism  and  in- 
fidelity. I  began  to  rear  that  the  work  of  reform  which  had 
begun  so  well,  would  die  away,  and  be  covered  with  disgrace. 
I  expressed  my  fears  to  some,  but  1  met  with  little  encourage- 
ment ;  they  rather  confirmed  me  in  my  opinion.  And  when  I 
fell  into  the  company  of  any  of  the  hired  ministers,  they 
would  be  sure  to  make  you  the  subject  of  their  invective,  de- 
nounce you  as  a  hypocrite,  a  deceiver,  a  bad  man,  and  tell 
me  a  number  of  tales  about  you,  all  tending  to  make  your 
character  odious, — tales  which  they  solemnly  affirmed  to  be 
true,  and  which  /  could  not  prove  to  be  false.  These  things 
prejudiced  my  mind  against  you.  Besides,  all  my  kinsfolk 
were  opposed  to  my  connexion  with  you  and  the  Christian  bre- 
tliren.  They  wanted  me  to  unite  with  some  respectable  deno- 
mination,— to  go  with  the  great  multitude.  They  told  me 
that  if  1  continued  to  pursue  a  contrary  course,  I  should  lose 
my  business, — that  no  friend  of  Methodism  would  support 
me,  that  I  should  he  hated,  reproached,  and  forsaken  by  all. 
They  seemed  to  manifest  no  reverence  for  truth  ;  all  their  con- 
cern seemed  to  be  about  my  worldly  prosperity.  Hundreds 
of  times  did  they  tell  me  to  have  nothmg  to  do  either  with 
you  or  your  works,  or  your  friends  ;  but  never  once  did  they 
tell  me  to  exercise  my  own  judgment  in  religious  matters,— 
to  embrace  and  teach  no  doctrine,  however  popular,  but  what 
I  believed  to  be  true, — and  to  obey  God,  and  my  inward 
monitor,  in  preference  to  the  will  of  orthodox  priests.  That 
elevated  thought  seemed  never  to  enter  their  minds.  Their 
gi*eat  anxiety  appeared  to  be  about  my  earthly  peace  and 
comfort.  They  reasoned  with  ma,  they  entreated  me,  they 
persuaded  me,  they  never  gave  me  any  rest ;  and,  at  length, 
J  was  overcome  ;  i  yielded  to  their  entreaties,  and  joined  my- 
sc^lf  to  the  New  Connexion.     Then   I  tried  to  i)ersuade  myself 
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that  you  were  wrong,  and  that  your  opponents  were  right.  I 
endeavoured  to  confoim  ray  opinions  to  the  creed,  and  I 
searched  the  New  Testament  for  passages  to  confirm  and 
illustrate  its  doctrines.  Hence  my  unreasonable  objections 
against  you.     Hence  ni}'^  sarcastic  pamphlet. 

But  when  the  storm  was  over,  and  rny  friends  had  ceased  to 
torment  me  ;  when  I  had  had  a  few  months  of  sober  thought, 
of  calm  reflection,  and  had  well  considered  the  course  I  had 
been  led  to  adopt ;  when  I  had  looked  impartially  at  both 
sides  of  the  question,  and  had  offered  up  a  thousand  prayers 
to  iny  heavenly  Father  that  he  would  lead  me  in  the  right 
way,  I  became  almost  as  heterodox  as  before  ;  I  saw  plainly 
that  I  had  been  misled.  I  saw  plainly  that  I  had  suffered 
my  liberty  to  be  taken  from  me.  J  saw  plainly  that  1 
had  sought  to  please  men  rather  than  God.  I  thank  God, 
however,  that  1  have  been  spared  to  see  my  folly,  to  bemoan 
my  unfaithfulness,  to  adopt  a  wiser,  ti  holier,  a  more  useful 
course. 

"  I  am  now  free  and  happy  ;  I  have  thrown  off  the  authority 
of  the  priests,  and  am  resolved  never  to  be  manacled  again.  I  am 
seeking  after  truth — iriimortal  truth,  and  am  resolved  to  preach 
it  as  God  may  give  me  opportunity.  I  do  not  expect  to  pro- 
ceed without  opposition,  but  I  am  resolved  to  go  on.  I  believe 
that  God  will  give  me  strength  equal  to  my  day. 

[  am  glad  that  simple  Christianity  is  spreading.  I  am  glad 
that  the  pure,  God-like  principles  of  the  New  Testament  are 
making  their  way.  Some  there  are  united  with  the  sects  who 
are  beginning  to  see  and  acknowledge  that  they  have  been  in 
the  dark — that  their  ministers  have  been  teaching  error  for 
truth.  Two  of  the  local  preachers  of  the  New  Connexion  in 
this  circuit  have  acknowledged  to  me,  since  reading  the  first 
three  or  four  nights'  discuse^ion,  that  W.  Cooke  has  acted  a 
very  wrong  and  cowardly  part,  that  he  is  injuring  his  own 
cause — and  that  you  have  more  truth  and  Scripture  on  your 
side  than  he.  And  this  is  my  opinion,  though  at  present  a 
member  and  a  preacher  in  the  Methodist  New  Connexiqn. 
^nd  it  is  also  the  opinion  of  some  other  members  with  whom  I 
have  conversed.  Celestial  truth  is  dawning  upon  their  minds, 
and  they  are  beginning  to  think  and  judge  for  themselves.  I 
believe  that  better  and  brighter  days  are  coming.  J  believe 
that  the  orthodox  fabrics  of  error  will  ultimately  fall  to  the 
ground,  and  that  truth  and  godliness  will  every  where  prevail. 
I  have  lately  preached  several  discourses  which  have  met  with 
much  opposition,  but  I  do  not  fear  the  result,  as  1  know  that 
I  have  Christ  and  the  Scriptures  on  my  side.  May  God  grant 
you,  my  dear  brother,  every  spiritual  blessing,  and  crown  your 
labours  with  abundant  successs.*' 

Yours  very  affectionately,  * * 


\ 
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The  following  extracts  may  show  the  judgment  of  others 
with  I'espect  to  the  discussion  and  its  results. 

"  The  New  Connexion  here  (Mossley)  are  very  •shy  about 
circulating  the  discussion.  Some  of  them  say  it  is  not  fit  for 
young  persons  to  read  ;  it  will  unsettle  their  minds." 

"  People  here  (Bradford)  are  weary  of  reading  Cooke's 
speeches.  1  am  aiPraid  they  will  be  giving  up  taking  the  num- 
bers before  the  work  is  finished.  They  say  it  is  not  a  discus- 
sion." * * 

The  following  is  from  a  letter  received  October  18,  from  one 
who  was  a  short  time  ago,  an  orthodox  leading  man  in  one  of 
the  orthodox  churches  in  Newcastle.  I  should  like  to  give  the 
whole  letter,  but  1  cannot : — 

NetDcastle,  Oct,  16  1845. 

Dear  Friend, — "  I  have  read  the  discussion  with  a  great 
deal  more  interest  than  I  listened  to  it,  and  am  more  fully  con- 
vinced that  w^hat  you  have  advocated  in  the  discussion  is  THE 
TRUTH.  And  as  far  as  1  can  judge  by  seeing ,  others  who 
were  opposed  to  you,  after  they  have  read  it,  seem  more  silent. 
The  fact  is,  in  readingy  their  judgments  are  more  clear  and  free 
from  that  excitement  they  were  exposed  to  in  hearing.  I  feel 
confident  it  will  do  great  good.  Priestcraft  and  their  cun- 
ningly made-up  doctrines  have  got  a  shake  he/e.  They  will 
never  recover.  They  have  hard  work  to  get  people  to  hear 
them. 

The  chapel  1  left,  I  am  informed,  has'dwindled  down  to  nearly 
empty  pews,  and  are  all  in  hot  water.  The  new  priest  has 
given  up  ;  both  the  deacons  have  given  up,  and  other  places 
are  not  much  better.  The  fact  is,  people  will  not  now  be  im- 
posed on  by  the  priests  ;  they  are  beginning  to  think  and  act  for 
themselves.  Only  get  men  to  exaniine  and  think,  then  their 
confidence  in  priests  vanishes,  although  it  may  be  a  long  time  be- 
fore they  have  boldness  to  try  to  walk  by  themselves.  We  ought 
to  rejoice  over  the  progress  truth  has  made,  and  do  all  we  can 
to  deliver  our  fellow-men  from  the  mysteries  of  the  priests. 
There  was  a  shameful  report  printed  and  sent  about  here  last 
week  about  j^ou,  that  you  had  cut  your  throat,  &c.*  Not  one  of 
your  friends  believed  it,  but  many  chapel-going  people  seemed 
to  jump  at  it ;  and  so,  long  as  they  are  kept  in  the  dark  by  their 
priests,  we  can  expect  no  better.  Such  things  almost  compel 
one  to  think  that  they  would  like  to  cut  3^our  throat  if  they 


*•  A  bill  was  printed,  (by  a  member  of  the  New  Connexion, 
it  is  said,)and  circulated  far  and  wide,  that  one  day  in  October 
last,  after  lecturing  at  Otley,  1  was  found  dead  in  a  wood  witli 
my  throat  cut,  and  a  razor  in  my  hand,  <fec.,  <fec. 
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could  on  the  sly*"*^  But  they  are  very  cunning  ;  they  seldom 
do  any  thing  that  would  hurt  their  trade. 

1  j^ear  %ome  complain  the  discussion  comes  slowly  out. 
They  seem  impatient.  They  are  so  much  instructed  by  what 
has  come  out,  they  want  the  whole.  As  soon  as  you  get  it  in 
volumes,  please  send  me  twenty,  or  bring  them  with  you. 

W.  Cooke  is  to  have  a  grand  tea  party,  <&c.,  for  the  able 
manner  in  which  he  defended  the  doctrines  of  Christianity  4 
but  T  think  if  he  had  done  so  well,  there  would  not  have  been 
any  need  of  such  a  thing  to  help  to  make  it  better.    You  know 

W. ♦— — ,  I  was  told  he  said,  "  Cooke  has  done  harm ; 

he  has  damaged  the  doctrines  he  advocated."  Now  you  know 
he  is  very  orthodox,  and  no  friend  of  yours.  I  HAVE  NEVER 
HEARD  ONE  PERSON  SAY  COOKE  DID  WELL,  except 

such  as  C-        — ^n,  R. ^tle,  A.-  ms,  &c.,  who  are,  as 

it  were,  hooked  in  by  trade. 

I  hear  of  many  young  men  belonging  to  orthodox  chapels,  go- 
ing to  hear  Mr.  Harris.  This  is  a  change,  and  one  of  the  great- 
est in  our  day.  Oithodox  people  going  to  a  Unitarian  chapel ! 
Such  a  thing  was  never  heard  of  before  here. 

Since  1  began  to  ¥rrite  this,  a  young  man  called  that  I  nevejr 
spoke  to  before,  and  during  conversation  he  said,  he  was  de- 
termined the  priests  should  no  longer  rule  over  him  ;  and  at 
present,  he  is  differing  with  them  about  doctiines.  He  belongs, 
and  preaches  for,  the  New  Connexion.  I  often  meet  with 
some  of  Mr.  Cooke*s  committee,  but  they  never  name  the  dis- 
cussion. Now,  why  all  this  if  they  were  confident  they  have 
truth  on  their  side  ;  but  such  is  the  universal  fact,  the  priests 
and  their  slaves  like  to  smother  all  up — ^the  dogmas  they  teach 
will  not  bear  the  light  of  discussion."         * *- 

I  have  lately  received  the  following  from  Newcastle. 

NeuDcastle,  27th  Novemf^sTy  1845. 

"  Dear  Friend, — I  have  been  expecting  a  few  lines  from 
you,  but  no  doubt  you  are  very  busy ;  if  you  have  time, 
please  say  how  you  stand  with  the  steam  press.   A  good  many 


*  This  is  no  uncharitable  thought.  A  Methodist  class  leader 
said  in  my  brother's  shop,  that  if  he  had  a  rope  round  my 
neck  he  would  hang  me,  and  should  think  he  did  nothing 
but  right.  A  very  zealous  friend  of  orthodoxy  at  Goole, 
took  possession  of  a  room  that  my  friends  had  hired  and 
paid  for,  and  when  we  expressed  our  desire  to  go  in,  he  called 
for  a  gun,  and  said  he  would  shoot  us  if  we  attempted  to  enter. 
Mary  T.  and  another  orthodox  woman,  said  they  prayed  regu- 
larly for  God  to  take  me  away.  And  when  people  pray  to 
God  for  such  things,  they  are  generally  prepared  to  help  him, 
if  they  can  do  so  without  risking  their  own  lives. 
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friends  here  talked  of  presenting  you  at  the  tea  party  with 
something  handsome  ;  hut  all  seem  to  think  this  would  he 
over  orthodox^  and  therefore  decide  to  give  your  steam-press  a 
lift ;  so  that  if  it  was  known  how  far  you  ai*e  on,  then  they 
would  know  how  to  act.  I  have  been  twice  to  hear  Mr. 
Harris,  and  was  well  pleased.  He  has  large  congregations, 
and  many  young  men  and  women  are  going  to  hear  him  from 
the  various  sects  here,  and  already  some  are  beginning  to  dis- 
turh  the  places  where  they  regularly  attend.  The  church 
which  I  left  is  quite  in  a  ferment.  The  very  young  men  who 
bore  witness  against  me,  are  openly  declaring  in  their  church 
meetings,  that  they  do  not  believe  in  Original  Sin,  and  that 
Calvinistic  Election  is  a  most  damnable  doctrine.  I  cannot 
tell  you  half,  but  only  give  you  one  or  two  facts.  Before  vou 
come  to  see  us,  many  will  be  the  turnings  out ;  and  if  all  be 
well,  when  you  come,  you  shall  have  particulars.*' 

Your  friend, 

* ♦ 

The  following  is  from  a  letter  received  from  a  friend  in 
Sheffield. 

Sheffield,  October  9th,  1846. 

**  Dear  Sir, — How  many  numbers  will  there  be  of  the  Dis- 
cussion %  and  when  will  it  be  complete  ?  and  what  the  price  ? 
As  far  as  I  have  read  I  consider  it  very  satisfactory.  Poor 
Marcion  does  drop  in  for  it,  but  Cooke  forgot  to  tell  the 
audience  that  nothing  was  said  against  him  for  jbwo  hundred 
years  after  his  death.  I  think  you  did  not  say  so  much  in 
nis  defence  as  you  might  have  done.  In  fact  you  said  nothing 
directly  in  his  favour,  any  more  than  endeavouring  to  show 
that  his  enemies  were  not  worthy  of  credit  in  what  they  said 
of  him.  I  am  afraid  you  will  be  thought  deficient  in  this 
point ;  for  most  of  the  audience  knew  nothing  of  the  matter 
put  what  they  heard  from  the  disputants,  and  it  will  be  the 
same  with  the  readers  generally." 

I  am,  your*s  truly, 

* * 

I  should  gladly  have  said  moretibout  Marcion,  but  1.  The 
character  of  Marcion  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  discussion, 
and  I  was  unwilling  to  be  diverted  from  the  great  points  in 
debate.  2.  The  remarks  of  Wesley  about  ancient  heretics  and 
their  unconscionable  slanderers  seemed  sufficient  to  put  people 
on  their  guard  against  believing  such  stories  as  those  which 
were  given  by  my  'opponent,  unless  some  proof  was  given  of 
their  truth.  3.  My  opponent  gave  no  proof  of  the  truth  of 
any  thing  he  said  against  Marcion.  He  gave  nothing  but  the 
testimony  of  one  of  the  enemies  of  Marcion,  of  an  acknow- 
ledged deceiver,  and  an  advocate  of  deception.  4.  It  would 
have  prevented  me  from  doing  justice  to  principles,  if  I 
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stayed  to  defend  persons.  And  lastly  ;  it  is  possible  that  Mar- 
cion  might  be  wrong  in  some  of  his  opinions,  and  that  he  was 
not  quite  perfect  in  his  character.  It  is  not  possible,  perhaps, 
to  ascertain  the  truth  exactly  about  Marcion,  much  less  would 
it?  be  possible  to  make  the  truth  plain  to  the  multitude,  And 
I  like  to  deal  in  matters  that  can  be  made  clear  and  evident. 
But  *Marcion,*  as  a  friend  observes,  "  was  a  man  of  independent 
mindy  of  indomitable  spirit,  a  blameless  life,  and  of  a  thorough 
hatred  of  the  PRIESTS  and  PRIESTCRAFTS  of  his  day  ;" 
and  this  was  enough,  and  it  could  not  be  expected  that  the 
priests,  whether  of  past  or  present  times,  shotild  show  him 
any  mercy. 

The  following  is  from  a  friend  in  Ireland,  who,  a  short  time 
ago,  was  a  great  advocate  of  orthodoxy. 

Novembers,  1845. 
"  My  very  Dear  Friend,— I  have  enjoyed  a  rich  feast  from 
perusing  the  first  twelve  numbers  of  the  "  Discussion," — but 
I  am  not  satiated.  I  am  but  become  more  desirous  for  the  re- 
mainder ;  from  possessing  so  much,  I  but  increasingly  long 
for  more.  I  anticipated  much  of  the  delight  I  should  expe- 
rience, when  correctly  ascertaining  how  you  had  fought  your 
fight ;  but  I  cannot  describe  the  heart-felt  joy  that  filled  my 
mind  when  becoming  almost  a  ^witness  of  the  power  of  truth. 
I  need  not  enlarge  on  this  matter.  I  regret  my  able  and  elo- 
quent friend  was  not  more  equally  matched,  and  had  not  a 
more  honourable  antagonist.  Certainly  the  various  specimens 
of  crooked  policy  which  Cooke  exhibited,  will  not  gain  much 
credit  to  the  cause  he  with  so  great  pomposity  espoused.  I 
do  not  admire  Grant's  proceedings  at  all.  I  think  he  was  a 
fit  ally  for  your  unfair  opponent.  But  the  thin  web  of  priest- 
craft  will  be  seen  through  ;  and  that  heavenly  truth  which 
has  for  so  many  ages  but  emitted  faint  rays  of  its  native  glory, 
being  almost  quenched  by  the  chilling  vagaries  of  vain  man's 
devising,  will  again  come  forth — bright  with  its  first  radiance — 
to  cheer,  and  everlastingly  to  bless  the  souls  of  men.  I  find  by 
a  reference  made  by  you  on  one  evening  of  the  Discussion,  that 
Walter  Balmer  has  been  called  from  a  suffering  church  below, 
to  a  reigning  church  above.  He  was  the  only  one  in  connexion 
with  "  Barkerianism,"  in  Newcastle,  with  whom  I  had  much 
conversation.  I  met  him,  (as  I  told  you  while  here,)  at  the 
house  where  he  lodged,  and  I  certainly  had  more  zeal  for 
orthodoxy  at  the  time,  than  wisdom.  I  did  not  so  much 
admire  what  Walter  said,  as  his  way  of  saying  it, — which 
formed  a  striking  contrast  to  the  evil  spirit  of  intolerance  andex- 
clusiveness  which,  I  am  now  aware,  then  filled  my  breast,  and 
for  which  I  now  mourn  and  feel  ashamed  ;  although  friend  "^-^ 
would  say  I  was  then  contending  "  nobly"  for  the  truth  in 
Jesus,    Well,  well,  I  am  happier  since  I  fell  out  of  love  with 
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such  things,  and  heartily  embraced  those  sweet  views  of  truth 
and  duty  which  poor  Walter  endeavoured  in  the  spirit  of  kind- 
ness to  recommend  in  May  1844.  It  was  by  his  invitation 
that  I  went  to  hear  you  lecture  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Mawson  ; 
and  at  the  conclusion  of  that  service  he  asked  me  what  I 
thought  of  the  preacher  whom  the  world  called  Infidel.  I 
replied,  you  were  not  an  Infidel,  but  you  were  a  Unitarian, 
So  strongly  had  I  been  led  to  consider  one  as  bad  as  the  other, 
that  I  could  hardly  split  the  hair  between  them.  So  I  at 
once  fled  from  all  the  evil  embodied  in  your  theology.  But, 
thank  heaven  I  all  this  barricading  of  my  soul  from  light  and 
truth  did  not  avail, — your  writings  made  their  entrance  where 
the  voice  of  the  living  teacher  would  not  be  heard  ;  and  they 
did  their  work  effectually,  and  brought  me  to  resign  my  whole 
soul  to  the  full  influence  of  the  uncorrupted,  unperverted  Gos- 
pel of  Christ.  I  am  not  retrograding,  my  friend.  Each  day's 
meditation  confirms  my  faith,  and,  as  a  consequence,  arras  my 
mind  with  additional  vigour  for  the  conflict,  and  makes  me 
increasingly  wishful  to  yield  every  faculty  to  the  consecrating 
work  of  living  to  know  the  will  of  my  Father  in  Heaven,  and 
knowing,  to  obey. 

"  I  anticipate  Zion's  converts  will  be  multiplied  from  the 
discussion.  It  is  hardly  possible  that  sensible,  fair  people  can 
fail  to  see  where  the  ti*utn  lies.  I  shall  be  most  anxious  to 
hear  this  part  of  the  results,  and  I  beg  you  will  remember  me 
when  you  have  good  news  to  communicate  in  this  matter.  It 
will  be  cheering  indeed  to  find  you  have  not  laboured  in  vain, 
but  that  the  Dagon  of  mis-named  orthodoxy  has  been  thrown 
down,  and  creed- bound  slaves  set  free,  and  that  men  are  coming 
to  the  light  of  truth. 

''  I  need  scarcely  say  that  opposition  will  increase  in  some 
quarters,  as  your  triumphs  multiply  in  others  ;  but  you  have 
learned  to  let  none  of  these  things  move  you.  These  are  the  cer- 
tain portion  of  all  witnesses  for  truth  ;  but  you  have  in  your 
own  case  often,  yea  invariably,  found  them  counterbalanced 
by  the  approbation  of  conscience,  and  the  blessing  of  Heaven. 
You  have  had  that  glorious  solace  of  immense  distress — a  con- 
science and  a  God !  a  friend  at  home,  and  a  better  friend  on 
high.  This  is  your  rock  of  firm  support,  your  shield  of  sure 
defence,  against  the  machinations  of  opposing  hosts.  Amidst 
these  storms  without,  'tis  blessed  to  know  a  sweet  and  sacred 
calm  reigns  through  the  realms  within,  which  more  than  com- 
pensates for  the  injuries  inflicted  by  the  double-tongue  of  guile.' 
Then,  my  friend,  keep  up  thy  courage.  Here  is  the  living 
spring  of  joys  divinely  sweet  and  ever  new — a  peaceful  con- 
science and  a  smiling  Heaven. 

"  Yours  in  Christian  love, 

"  Maria  * ." 
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The  following  is  from  a  letter  received  from  the  Layman, 
October  10. 

Banwrd  CagtU^  \Oth  Oct.,  1845. 
"  My  DEAR  Friend, — ^I  have  read  the  printed  report  of  the 
discussion  up  to  page  192.  Of  course  the  power  of  prejudice 
is  great,  else  I  cannot  see  how  any  fair  enquirers  can  read 
the  discussion  without  perceiving  the  cant  and  clap-trap  of 
Mr.  Cooke's  speeches.  Oh !  but  they  are  a  splendid  specimen 
of  orthodox  sophistry.  The  mode  in  whicn  a  victory  was 
claimed  by  Mr.  Cooke  on  the  Miraculous  Conception  question, 
upon  a  technical  quibble  arising  out  of  the  terms  agreed  upon, 
or  rather  arising  from  the  interpretation  of  those  terms,  was 
truly  despicable,  and  afforded  a  strong  proof,  that  lie  must 
have  had  some  inward  misgiving  about  the  merits  of  his  case 
to  induce  him  to  fly  off  to  a  formal  and  frivolous  objection  of 
that  description.  He  reminded  me  of  many  wretched  lawyers, 
seeking  in  some  trumpery  special  pleadings,  some  technical 
quibble,  or  flaw  in  the  record,  for  a  triumph  which  should  be 
awarded  only  to  the  side  of  truth  and  justice.  By  the  bye  I 
hardly  think  the  terms  of  the  discussion  were  very  wisely 
worded.  A  trap  was  evidently  laid  for  you  in  the  language, 
which  your  Committee  perhaps  had  not  seen  or  suspected. 

Your's  affectionately. 

The  Committee  saw  the  trap,  but  they  saw  no  way  to  bring 
Cooke  to  a  discussion,  but  by  agreeing  to  his  t^rms.  And 
they  had  no  doubt  but  truth  would  triumph  under  the  most 
unfavourable  circumstances  before  a  public  audience. 

The  following  is  from  a  friend  in  Stockton. 

October  Ue,  1845. 
"  My  dear  Friend, — The  discussion,  T  am  persuaded,  will 
prove  a  blessing  in  this  neighbourhood.  We  have  as  yet  only 
received  the  two  first  nights'  discussions,  but  two  or  three  of 
Cooke's  friends  have  said  to  me  they  were  tii-ed  of  wading 
through  his  speeches." 

Your's  most  affectionately, 

* * 

The  following  is  from  Stourbridge. 

Glass  House  Hill  Coitoffe,  11  mo.y  20. 
"  Dear  Friend, — ^I  would  just  say  that  the  Discussion  is 
1)eing  well  read,  and  from  what  I  can  learn  from  among  jybe 
sects,  many  of  the  thinking  are  strictly  on  our  side.  I  ^$A 
speaking  with  a  Baj^tist,  and  he  complains  of  Cooke  being  sa 
unfair  and  unchristian." 

I  remain,  your's  faithfully, 
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I  have  received  the  following  since  the  preceding  was  in  type. 

Huddersfield,  Dec.  7th,  1845. 

Respected  Friend, 

Having  heard  that  Wm.  Coeke  has  been 
highly  complimented  by  his  friends  for  his  noble  defence  of 
the  truth  in  your  late  Discussion,  I  also  have  a  strong  desire 
to  express  my  gratitude  to  J.  Barker,  for  his  unanswerable 
exposure  of  error. 

No  costly  works  of  art,  or  valuables  of  any  kind  accompany 
it.  I  am  a  youth  in  humble  life,  one  of  labour's  poorest  sons. 
A  simple  declaration  of  my  thankfulness  for  giving  me  light 
and  freedom  is  all  I  can  offer  :  accept  it,  for  it  is  justly  due. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Church  of  England.  For  several  years 
I  have  been  taught  the  doctrines  of  a  Trinity,  Original  Sin,  and 
Eternal  Torments ;  I  have  often  been  at  a  loss  to  reconcile 
them  with  Scripture  teachings  :'l  have  wished  to  believe  and 
sometimes  ventured  to  doubt.  Not  long  ago  I  followed  our 
minister  (whom  I  much  respected),  through  a  large  theologi- 
cal work,  viz..  Bishop  Pearson  on  the  Creed, — this  I  could 
not  understand.  Once  or  twice  I  ventured  to  ask  questions, 
but  I  had  not  courage  to  proceed : — ^and  why  ?  1  believe  it  to 
be  a  fact  that  there  are  four  classes  of  men  in  society.  First, 
those  who  are  determined  freely  to  think ; — Second,  those  who 
dare  not  think  ; — Third,  those  who  cannot  think  ; — and 
fourth,  those  who  think  in  chains : — and  to  these  last  1  have 
most  certainly  belonged.  But  I  cannot  longer  remain  among 
them.  Change  I  must.  Truth  and  conviction,  furnished  by 
your  clear  and  lucid  arguments  in  the  Discussion,  demand  it. 
And  since  I  must  bid  adieu  to  the  fettered  race,  honesty  and 
sincerity  point  me  to  class  first,  those  who  are  determined  to 
think  freely.  Arid  there  I'll  go.  One  question  I  would  ask, 
— our  minister  is  a  man  whom  I  sincerely  respect ;  I  can  attend 
his  ministry  with  pleasure  ;  I  do  not  see  it  necessary  that  I 
should  absent  myself  from  such  ministry  because  I  disbelieve 
a  portion  of  the  doctrine  taught  therein — when  opportunity 
offers,  if  it  is  not  too  much  trouble,  a  line  upon  tne  subject 
might  gratify 

Your's  in  friendship, 

E.    ■  ■'■  R     ■  ■  -. 

I  might  give  numbers  of  such  quotations,  but  I  am  wishful 
to  come  to  a  close.  And  these  are  sufficient  as  a  sample.  I 
may  observe,  that  all  the  letters  which  I  have  received  are  in 
one  strain.  All  agree  in  speaking  of  Cooke's  conduct  as  un-» 
worthy,  and  of  his  speeches  as  weak  and  wide  of  the  mark.  I 
have  not  received  a  letter  from  any  one  that  speaks  in  his  favour. 
All,  whether  members  of  his  own  denomination  or  otherwise, 
express  disapprobation  of  his  conduct,  and  dissatisfaction  with 
his  arguings.    I  may  also  observe,  that  all  who  have  written 


616 

to  me  on  this  subject,  have  written  of  their  own  accord.  I 
did  not  request  any  of  them  to  write,  nor  ask  any  of  them 
their  opinion  about  the  discussion. 

I  do  not  g#ve  those  facts  and  favourable  testimonies  as  a 
proof  that  I  am  right,  but  simply  to  counterbalance  the  mis- 
representations of  my  opponents.  Some  are  so  much  influen- 
ced by  false  representations,  that  they  scarce  dare  believe  the 
plainest  and  most  evident  truths.  A  true  representation  of 
facts  may  restore  such  to  the  use  of  their  reason,  and  for  their 
sake  it  is  that  we  give  the  above. 

In  one  of  the  Newcastle  Newspapers,  published  by  an  Old 
Connexion  Local  preacher  and  a  retired  New  Connexion  tra- 
velling preacher,  it  was  stated  that  if  a  vote  had  been  taken  at 
the  close  of  the  discussion,  there  would  have  been  twenty  to 
one  in  favour  of  orthodoxy.  A  piece  of  purer  orthodoxy  than 
this  can  scarcely  be  imagined.  It  is  my  conviction  that  if  a 
vote  had  been  taken,  there .  would  have  been  a  large  majority 
against  orthodoxy.  It  is  my  conviction  that  not  one  third  of 
the  meeting  would  have  voted  for  orthodoxy.  And  this  is  the 
opinion  of  man}'-.  But  when  it  is  known  that  drunkenness, 
and  theft,  and  brothel  keeping,  and  making  and  printing  such 
awful  falsehoods  as  the  tales  about  me  dying  at  Leeds,  and 
killing  myself  at  Otley,  all  of  which  are  known  to  be  practised 
and  tolerated  by  the  Methodists  of  Newcastle  and  Gateshead, 
— I  say  when  it  is  known  that  th^'se  things  are  tolerated 
by  the  Methodists  of  Newcastle  and  Gateshead,  can  we  won- 
der at  the  extravagant  mis-statements  of  the  Methodist 
Newspaper?  Still  the  falsehood  has  been  overruled  for  good, 
for  some  have  read  the  discussion  and  got  good  thereby, 
that  never  would  have  read  it  if  they  had  not  been  under  the 
foolish  impression  that  Cooke  had  gained  a  victory. 

I  may  also  observe,  that  many  of  those  friends  of  my  oppo- 
nent who  still  remain  orthodox,  or  who  still  plead  for  ortho- 
doxy, are  worse  tempered,  more  violent  ana  outrageous  in 
their  conduct  towards  me  than  they  were  before  the  public 
discussion.  And  I  cannot  account  for  this  on  any  other  prin- 
ciple than  that  they  feel  their  cause  is  less  defensible  than  they 
thought  it  was,  and  that  the  discussion  has  exposed  its  weak- 
ness to  the  world.  If  they  thought  they  had  the  strongest 
side,  they  could  afford  to  be  tolerant  and  kind. 

I  shall  conclude  by  stating 

^  A.  FEW  MORE  ARTICLES  OF  MY  BELIEF. 

1 .  I  believe  that  orthodox  errors  tend  to  make  men  intole- 
rant, and  that  if  we  would  bring  men  to  bear  with  each  other, 
and  live  in  charity  and  peace,  we  must  bring  them  to  renounce 
those  errors,  and  to  embrace  the  simple  truth  as  tauffht  by 
Jesus.  I  believe  it  impossible  for  orthodoxy  to  be  tolerant. 
I  once  thought  differently,  but  I  am  now  convinced  that  if 
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people  are  to  be  made  tolerant,  they  must  be  cured  of  ortho- 
doxy. Ei-rpr  is  naturally  afraid  of  inquiry  ;  it  is  naturally 
impatient  of  contradiction ;  and  when  it  hnd%itself  lacking 
in  argument,  it  naturally  begins  to  rage  and  threaten,  to 
areproach  and  slander,  to  torture  and  destroy.  Its  disciples 
first  threaten  men  with  damnation  in  the  world  to  come,  and 
then  persecute  and.  murder  them  in  this.  Truth  is  naturally 
tolerant.  It  rests  firmly  on  a  rock,  and  dreads  no  overthrow. 
It  is  a  friend  to  inquiry,  and  it  fears  not  contradiction.  It  is 
strong  in  argument,  and  it  has  confidence  in  its  own  power. 
It  rather  pities  than  blames,  and  chooses  rather  to  instruct 
and  reason,  than  to  threaten  or  condemn.  I  therefore  believe 
it  to  be  my  duty  to  labour  for  the  overthrow  of  orthodoxy. 
1  once  pleaaed  chiefly  for  liberty,  and  felt  little  concern  about 
opinions  ;  I  now  seek  the  overthrow  of  false  opinions,  as  the 
implacable  and  eternal  enemies  to  ..liberty.  I  once  pleaded  for 
liberty  chiefly,  and  was  willing  to  let  orthodoxy  die  out  of 
itself ;  I  now  wage  war  with  orthodoxy,  and  seek  its  uttei*  and 
speedy  destruction.  I  not  only  regard  orthodoxy  as  false,  but 
as  murderous.  Lying  and  fraud,  rage  and  murder  are  its 
natural  defences.  It  is  from  hell,  and  it  is  hellish  in  all  its 
motions.  Like  other  people,  it  may  be  good  till  it  is  tried,  but 
when  it  is  crossed,  it  will  always  reveal  its  infernal  character. 
When  did  false  orthodoxy  ever  fail  to  slander  or  persecute 
when  thwarted  or  troubled  by  truth  ?  The  smoothest-faced 
orthodox  priest  or  orthodox  priest  s  man  in  the  world  is  but  a 
M'olf  in  sheep  s  clothing,  and  when  truth  comes  across  him, 
he  proves  himself  ravenous  at  once.  The  Scribe  and  the 
Pharisee,  the  orthodox  priest  and  his  leading  friends,  alike 
breathe  out  threatnings  and  death  against  the  advocate  of 
simple  truth.  The  orthodox  see  and  feel  that  if  they  were  to 
tolerate  the  heterodox,  their  systems,  their  sects,  and  their 
priesthoods  would  melt  and  disappear  like  the  snows  of  spring. 
They  see  that  toleration  would  make  men  as  heterodox  as 
Christ  himself. 

2.  I  believe  that  freedom  of  thought  and  freedom  of  action 
are  essential  to  true  excellence.  The  man  that  does  not  think 
freely  and  act  freely  is  but  a  babe  at  best. 

3.  I  believe  that  all  who  act  according  to  what  they  know 
and  who  diligently  seek  for  more  knowledge  that  they  may  act 
still  better,  are  good  men  ;  and  I  believe  that  none  else  are 
good  men.  To  do  the  best  we  know,  and  to  seek  to  know 
more  that  we  may  do  still  better,  is  the  sum  and  substance  of 
all  goodness.  An  angel  can  do  no  more,  an  angel  can  do  no 
better  than  this. 

4.  I  believe  that  those  who  act  contrary  to  their  knowledge, 
or  who  refufee  to  know  lest  knowledge  should  require  them  to 
flct  differently,  are  b<id  men.     I  believe  that  disregard  to  know- 
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ledge,  or  acting  contrary  to  knowledge,  is  the  sum  or  Bubstanee 
of  all  wickedness.  To  go  contrary  to  what  we  know  to  be 
right,  or  to  refuse  to  learn  what  e*^  right,  is  the  greatest  evil 
in  the  world. 

5,  I  regard  a  life  of  love  to  God  and  love  to  man, — a  life  of 
temperance,  purity,  and  charity , — a  life  spent  in  endeavours 
to  gather  knowledge  and  to  do  good, — a  life  resembling  Christ's 
— a  life  of  lowly  piety,  and  active  charity,  joined  with  a  child- 
like trust  in  God,  a  Christ-like  bearing  of  the  ills  of  life, 
and  a  calm  confiding  hope  of  everlasting  blessedness,  as  the 
whole  of  Christian  duty,  the  perfection  of  Christian  excel- 
lence, and  the  sum  of  earthly  bliss. 

And  here  I  rest.  I  am  not  aware  that  I  have  laid  down  any 
false  principle,  or  used  any  false  argument  in  this  Discussion. 
I  have  a  firm  belief  in  the  truth  of  all  that  I  have  advocated, 
and  in  the  soundness  of  the  arguments  I  have  employed.  I 
have  a  firm  conviction  of  the  falsehood  and  unscripturalness 
of  the  principles  contended  for  by  my  opponent,  and  of  the 
unsoundness  of  the  arguments  he  has  employed  in  their  defence. 
And  I  have  not  slighted  his  arguments  ;  1  have  considered  them 
carefully.  I  have  not  examined  them  for  the  purpose  of  refu- 
ting them,  but  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  they  proved 
the  points  which  they  were  brought  forward  to  prove.  I  have, 
flo  far  as  I  know,  done  justice  to  the  truth,  and  justice  to  my 
opponent.  I  have  used  no  vain  or  deceitful  arts  ;  I  have  em- 
ployed no  sophistry.  I  have  made  no  appeals  to  the  passions 
or  the  prejudices  of  mv  hearers.  I  have  never  attempted  to 
obscure  the  truth  by  lying  words,  or  to  prevent  people  from 
doing  justice  to  my  opponent's  arguments,  by  heaping  upon 
him  personal  abuse.  I  have  dealt  fairly  throughout.  1  might 
have  mentioned  facts  which  would  have  covered  my  opponent 
with  shame,  and  obliged  him  to  retire  from  the  public  eye  in 
disgrace ;  but  what  would  such  conduct  have  proved  ?  It  was 
principles  that  I  had  undertaken  to  discuss,  and  to  principles 
my  attention  was  directed.  And  so  far  from  being  convinced 
of  the  truth  of  my  opponent's  principles,  I  am  more  thoroughly 
convinced  of  their  falsehood.  I  can  see  neither  reason  nor 
Scripture  about  them.  They  appear  to  me  to  be  the  greatest 
of  afl  errors .;  at  war  both  .with  Scripture  and  with  common 
sense,  opposed  both  to  the  glory  of  God  and  the  interests  of 
men.  What  my  opponent  has  said  in  their  support,  appears 
to  me  to  be  nothing  but  laboured  vanity.  I  can  find  nothing 
solid,  nothing  forcible,  nothing  convincing  in  the  whole.  As 
for  plain,  straight-forward  passages  of  Scripture,  he  quoted 
none,  except  the  spurious  passages  about  the  Miraculous  Con- 
ception ;  and  as  for  his  Greek  and  Hebrew  criticisms,  there  is 
not  one  of  them  that  deserves  a  better  name  than  learned 
trifling,  or  foolish  blundering,  or  wilful  deception.    And  I 
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am  persuaded  that  the  result  of  the  Discussidn  has  been  greatly 
iti  favour  of  the  principles  I  have  advocated,  and  that  the 
result  of  the  publication  of  the  report  of  the  Discussion  will  be 
the  sani&.  And  here  I  leave  the  matter.  If  I  have  used  any 
un-christian  expressions  towards  my  opponent, — if  his  abuse 
of  me,  and  his  disregard  of  truth  and  equity,  have  caused  me 
in  Any  case  to  speak  too  severely  of  him,  I  trust  I  shall  ac- 
knowledge my  error  when  1  see  it.  I  am  before  the  eyes  of  the 
public,  and  before  the  eyes  of  God ;  and  I  should  grieve  to  find 
myself,  or  ta  be  found  by  others,  acting  an  unworthy  part. 
But  I  have,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  treated  my  opponent  with 
equity  and  charity.  I  ask  no  other  treatment  from  my 
heavenly  Father,  than  the  treatment  with  which  I  have  treated 
my  opponent.  I  know  that  with  what  measure  I  meet,  it 
will  be  measured  to  me  again,  and  I  desire  no  more  from 
either  God  or  man. 

FAREWELL. 


In  the  second  number  of  the  Truth-Seeker  Magazine,  by 
Dr.  Lees,  may  be  seen  a  review  of  W.  Cooke's  tract  on  the 
Trinity,  in  which  the  question.  Did  the  Synagogue  ever  recog- 
nize a  Trinity  ?  is  discussed  at  full  length,  and  the  frauds  and 
forgeries  of  W .  Cooke's  pretended  quotations  from  Greek  and 
Hebrew  writers,  exposed.  Those  who  would  like  to  measure 
the  depth  of  W.  Cooke's  Greek  and  Hebrew  learning,  may 
find  in  this  article  a  line  adapted  to  their  purpose. 

The  Truth-Sebker  Magazine  may  be  had  of  Dr.  Lees 
himself,  through  the  Post,  or  of  Dr.  Lees'  agents,  6s.  per  year, 
or  9d.  per  number. 

If  any  would  wish  to  be  supplied  with  the  article  in  a  sepa- 
rate form,  they  may  have  it  of  me,  or  of  my  agents,  for  one 
penny. 


ADVERTISEMENT. 

The  following  note  is  from  the  **  Layman,"  author  of 
tracts  on  the  Sactisfaction  Theory,  the  Jewish  Sacrifices, 
Scriptural  Views  of  Christ,  and  the  Supremacy  of  God  the 
Fatner.  It  will  be  seen  that  he  is  determined  to  have  a 
press,  and  to  employ  it  in  the  cause  of  truth  and  human  im- 
provement. We  hope  the  friends  of  truth  and  reform  will  do 
their  best  to  aid  him,  by  buying  and  circulating  his  publica- 
tions. The  reformers  cannot  serve  the  cause  of  truth  and  piety 
more  effectually  than  by  filling  the  earth  with  plain  and  truth- 
ful tracts  and  books.     It  is  not  because  printing  is  my  business 
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